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Research studies show that potential barriers may hinder a successful
accreditation process. This research study examined perceptions of Mississippi’s
community/junior college administrators relating to the accreditation process in general,
their communication with the regional accrediting agency, and their institution’s
facilitation of the accreditation process. 150 administrators participated in an online
survey containing 36 questions. Likert-scale response set type questions were used to
provide precise information related to the research. Two open-ended questions were also
used to provide for a deeper understanding of the administrators’ perceptions.
The data were analyzed using descriptive statistics. ANOVA tests were run to
determine if differences existed in the administrators’ perceptions based on the
administrators’ size of institution, latest accreditation process, or position titles. The
findings of the study showed that the administrators agreed or strongly agreed with the
majority of the survey statements related to the accreditation process in general, their
communication with the regional accrediting agency, and their institution’s facilitation of

the accreditation process. In addition, the findings indicated that there were no
significant differences in administrators’ perceptions related to the accreditation process.
An analysis of the responses to the two open-ended questions suggested the need
for consistency in elements relating to the peer review committee’s training, experience,
and size, and the need for consistency in information and communication from the
accrediting agency. Responses also indicated a need for additional funding and
personnel.
Major themes drawn from the administrators’ documented perceptions included
the following: (a) the self-study (compliance certification) was a major component of the
accreditation process in general; (b) a liaison between the institution and the accrediting
agency was a necessity for communication between the two entities; and (c) the
leadership committee provided adequate assistance to facilitate the process at the
institutional level. The size of the institution, the latest initiation of the process, and the
position titles within the institution made no significant statistical difference in the
administrators’ perceptions.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

From the founding of the first American two-year college in 1901, accreditation
has been a component of the two-year college mission (Cohen & Brawer, 2003). The
process of accreditation is first and foremost a voluntary process; however, once begun, it
is a continuous process. For two-year colleges, accrediting agencies oversee the process
of accreditation making it non-governmental (United States Department of Education
(USDE), 2009). The Council for Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA) described the
purpose of the accreditation process as the following:
[It is] a process of external quality review used by higher education to scrutinize
colleges, universities, and educational programs for quality assurance and quality
improvement. In the United States, accreditation is carried out by private,
nonprofit organizations designed for this specific purpose. Institutions and
educational programs seek accredited status as a means of demonstrating their
academic quality to students and the public and to become eligible for federal
funds. (CHEA, 2008a, p. 1)
According to the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools’ Commission on
Colleges (2008), an American community college volunteers to be reviewed by an
accrediting agency and, in so doing, pledges to comply with the standards set by the
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agency. The actual process of reaccreditation varies depending upon the accrediting
agency’s requirements and standards; however, there is a general outline most accrediting
agencies follow. The general process includes: (a) preparation and self-examination; (b)
peer review by fellow college administrators and faculty peers; (c) site visit to the
institution’s campus; (d) commission review by accrediting agency and judgment; and (e)
continuous improvement process (Worldwide Learn, 2009). This process is usually
completed every 10 years with substantive changes and continuous improvement aspects
ongoing.
The accreditation process is implemented by community colleges in all 50 states
of the United States and also internationally. Not only are colleges and universities
accredited, but also specific programs within the institutions may have separate
accreditation. There are three types of accrediting agencies or accreditors: (a) national
faith-related organizations; (b) national career-related organizations; and (c) regional
organizations (CHEA, 2008b). All accrediting agencies are required to meet certain
standards in order to provide accreditation to institutions. Accrediting agencies are then
reviewed by external agencies (i.e., USDE and CHEA). Consequently, accrediting
agencies conduct their own self-studies within to ensure quality standards are being met.
One of the six regional accrediting agencies in the United States is the Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS). The region served by SACS is primarily in
the southeastern part of the United States including the states of Alabama, Florida,
Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee,
Texas, and Virginia; however, SACS also serves Latin America. Institutions in this
region rely on SACS accreditation. SACS accredits 799 institutions of which 33 are
2

Mississippi institutions. Of those 33 institutions, 15 are community/junior colleges
(Southern Association of Colleges and Schools Commission on Colleges, August 2009).
Community/junior colleges make up over 45% of the accredited institutions in the state
of Mississippi. This research study specifically focused on perceptions of the
accreditation process in Mississippi at the community/junior college level.

Statement of the Problem
The American accreditation process has become a key resource used by
educational institutions to measure the quality of their educational offerings provided to
individuals (CHEA, 2009a). The quality of educational offerings is validated by
compliance to delegated standards set by the regional accrediting agency. The
accreditation process, devised by the accrediting agency, relies on the integrity of the
institution to honestly fulfill the delegated standards in order to be considered an
accredited institution by the agency (Commission on Colleges, 2008).
Information and communication provided by the Commission on Colleges (2008)
notifies institutions of potential time and resource commitments necessary for their
pursuit of accreditation. Institutions entrust the facilitation of the accreditation process to
their administrators. These administrators are the key members responsible for gathering
of documentation to support the institution’s compliance with set standards. The
majority of the documentation is compiled by means of the institution’s self-study
(compliance certification).
With so much emphasis being placed on the self-study, potential barriers may
emerge that hinder a successful self-study. Sykes (2003) pointed out “a growing
3

dissatisfaction on the part of some educators with the accreditation process” (p. 5).
Young, Chambers, and Kells (1983) identified varied sources of barriers: (a) complexity
and scarcity of information needed for the self-study; (b) lack of training and guidance of
administrators; (c) perceived usefulness of the process; and (d) anxiety over the results of
the process. These potential barriers can hamper the institution’s ability to conduct an
efficient self-study even today.
Moreover, several research studies addressed key components of the accreditation
process and barriers to the process within community college settings. Waite (2004)
researched three California community colleges and interviewed administrators, faculty,
and staff on their insights into the accreditation process and student learning outcomes.
She found a key component of the accreditation process to be leadership (i.e., presidents
that can and will communicate the mission and goals of the college) along each step of
the process. Leadership was further researched by Williams (2009). Her research on
institutional leadership in Illinois community colleges recognized that leaders bear the
weight of being accountable to regional accrediting agencies. In addition, she noted both
the institution and leadership benefit when leaders are directly involved in the strategic
planning process and the accreditation process.
Sykes (2003) conducted research on the accreditation process in Illinois and
questioned administrators regarding their perception of the process. His findings
concluded that adequate training is necessary in order to orientate college personnel about
the accreditation process and that the accreditation process needs continuous oversight in
order to meet the needs of the community college. Chapman’s (2007) research focused
on five North Carolina community colleges, the accreditation process, and SACS.
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Chapman found the accreditation process as being frustrating for faculty and staff due to
their limited understanding of the process and limited time and resources contributed by
the college. She noted that the process was an additional burden for faculty and staff
with mounds of paperwork and research to be completed. Chapman’s research indicated
limited support of faculty and administrators for the SACS accreditation process. In
another study, Hulon (2000) conducted research using a case study approach at CopiahLincoln Community College located in Mississippi. Her case study methodology
included “document analysis, interviews, and participant observation” (p. 36). Hulon
found unfavorable perceptions of accreditation due to the workload and monetary cost of
the process.
Most two-year institutions seeking accreditation strive to provide institutional
resources and leadership for the successful completion of the process. In order for
institutions to facilitate an open and fluid process, it is essential that the views of the ones
involved in the process are acknowledged. The source of this knowledge is the
institutional administrator. The present study focused on the perceptions of the
Mississippi community/junior college administrator.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this research study was to document the perceptions of Mississippi
community/junior college administrators regarding the regional accreditation process.
Further, administrators’ responses were compared based on institutional FTEs, the
institution’s latest accreditation process, and position titles. Improvements and resources
needed to advance the overall accreditation process were also identified. A survey
5

research design was used to collect data from the administrators employed at the
community/junior colleges. Two open-ended questions related to suggested
improvements to the process and resources institutions may provide to help facilitate the
process were included on the survey.

Significance of the Study
Institutional presidents and administrators may use this study in developing or
enhancing their strategic planning process and reaccreditation process. The Mississippi
State Board for Community and Junior Colleges and community/junior colleges’ boards
of trustees will be informed of the perceptions of the Southern Association of Colleges
and Schools’ (SACS) accreditation process. Regional accrediting agencies may use the
study to ensure that the accreditation process is meaningful and to gauge their standards
to meet the needs of the two-year institutions. Others may use this study to create
alignments and efficiencies within their institutions, within the 15 community/junior
colleges in the state of Mississippi, and within the region accredited by SACS.

Research Questions
The following research questions were instrumental in the study.
1. What are community college administrators’ perceptions regarding accreditation?
2. Are there differences in community college administrators’ perceptions regarding
accreditation based on the size (FTEs) of their institution?

6

3. Are there differences in community college administrators’ perceptions regarding
accreditation based on their institution’s latest initiation of the accreditation
process?
4. Are there differences in community college administrators’ perceptions regarding
accreditation based on their position titles?
5. What suggestions do administrators offer for improvements to the overall
accreditation process?
6. What suggestions do administrators offer regarding resources institutions may
provide to help facilitate the accreditation process?

Assumptions
The study was based on three assumptions. Those assumptions were as follows:
(a) all participants provided truthful responses to the instrument used in the study; (b)
participants responding to the survey instrument were a true representation of the entire
population; and (c) research guidelines for the chosen methodology were adhered to by
all participants.

Delimitations
The participants of the study were confined to those who were practicing
administrators in the 15 community/junior colleges located in Mississippi. The
administrators were selected because of their assumed first-hand knowledge and
participation in the accreditation process. The research methodology for the study
included a survey research design intended to obtain perceptions of the administrators.
7

The survey research design was selected because of its ease of administration and
completion.

Definitions of Terms
The terms listed in this section are provided for clarifications and to present a
clear understanding of the use of the terms in the study.
x

Accreditation “is the primary means of assuring and improving the quality of
higher education institutions and programs in the United States. Active for the
past 100 years, this private, voluntary system of self-examination and peer review
has been central to the creation of a U.S. higher education enterprise that is
outstanding in many respects” (CHEA, 2009a, p. 1).

x

Community/Junior College typically refers to a two-year public institution of
higher education granting associate degrees and certificates.

x

Community College Administrator is defined in this study by the individual
community/junior college. Administrators were identified in each college’s
online catalog. The majority of the administrators surveyed included presidents,
vice presidents, deans, assistant deans, and directors.

x

Peer Review is a “process whereby institutional effectiveness and quality are
professionally judged by peers from institutions of higher education whose
expertise and experience are essential to their ability to exercise professional
judgment…It is the responsibility of peer reviewers to determine whether the
institution has established compliance” (Commission on Colleges, 2008, p.2, 17).
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x

Reaffirmation is continued accreditation or reaccreditation.

x

Self-Study or Compliance Certification or Internal Review “allows an institution
to consider its effectiveness in achieving its stated mission, its compliance with
the Commission’s (Commission on Colleges) accreditation requirements, its
efforts in enhancing the quality of student learning and the quality of programs
and services offered to its constituencies, and its success in accomplishing its
mission” (Commission on Colleges, 2008, p.5).

Organization of the Study
The research study is organized into five chapters. Chapter I presented
introductory elements of the study and included the statement of the problem, purpose of
the study, significance of the study, research questions, assumptions, delimitations, and
definition of terms. Chapter II summarizes a review of related literature which addresses
the accreditation process with focus placed on community/junior colleges in Mississippi
and the regional accrediting agency, the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools.
Chapter III of this study discusses the methods and procedures used to facilitate the
study. This chapter includes the research design, population and sampling procedure,
instrumentation, validity of the instrument, reliability of the instrument, and data
collection procedures. The results and statistical analysis of the study are presented in
Chapter IV. The analysis of the study involves demographics of the sample and
institution and examination of each of the six research questions. The study concludes in
Chapter V with a summary of the findings and conclusions drawn from the study,
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discussion, implications for practice, limitations of the study, and recommendations for
future research.

10

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

This chapter provides a review of literature related to the accreditation process in
the United States. The review consists of the history and mission of accreditation and
gives a timeline of the development of accreditation. Six regional accrediting agencies
are identified, and a summary of the regional accrediting agencies’ standards is presented.
More detail is presented on the accreditation requirements for the Southern Association
of Colleges and Schools (SACS) due to the fact that Mississippi community/junior
colleges are accredited by SACS. The chapter also examines the steps involved in a
community college’s self-study including core requirements, comprehensive standards,
and federal requirements. The value of accreditation is reviewed as it relates to the
public, the institution, and the government. The chapter concludes with an analysis of
research studies regarding institutions and the accreditation process.

Brief History of Accreditation
The United States of America has modeled a form of accountability for colleges
and universities seeking acceptance by others in the area of higher education (Kenyon
College, 2008). This model is based on voluntary self-evaluation in order to achieve
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accreditation by a non-governmental agency. Accreditation standards vary; however, the
fundamental mission of accreditation is that of quality assurance (USDE, 2009).
According to Chen (1980), accreditation is an American idea that evolved from society’s
dependence on being educated. Early Americans did not want the government to
mandate educational standards for fear of obstruction of the educational process by
politicians. This led to many early institutions of higher education being founded by
religious institutions. These early Americans strove for freedom from political infighting
and control.
The following information is a timeline of the development of accreditation. The
timeline from 1787 to 1964 contains information organized by Chen (1980). Additional
significant dates were added to the timeline.
x

1787–1870 – Board of Regents of the University of the State of New York was
required to make annual visits and peer reviews of every college in the state of
New York (p.141).

x

1867 – Department of Education was established. It was responsible for
maintaining statistics on colleges. The department considered a college any entity
that was authorized to grant a degree and had students (p. 141).

x

1885–1895 – Accreditation associations began to emerge in order to meet the
demands for higher academic standards and evaluations of programs. The first
regional accrediting association was the New England Association of Colleges
and Secondary Schools founded in 1885; however, the North Central Association
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of Colleges and Secondary Schools was the first to administer an accreditation
program in 1910 (pp. 141-142).
x

Early 1900s – The Association of American Universities (AAU) was established.
The Association’s purpose was to oversee graduate study issues. American
students began transferring to European schools to pursue graduate studies. With
the influx of American students, European schools started requiring American
students to have earned a bachelor’s degree from an institution that was a member
of the AAU (pp. 142-143).

x

1911 – The first list of colleges and universities was published by the United
States Bureau of Education (p. 143).

x

1948 – The AAU was no longer involved in accreditation; regional accrediting
associations came to the forefront (p. 143).

x

1949 – The National Committee of Regional Accrediting Agencies (NCA) was
established to help coordinate the activities of regional accrediting agencies (p.
144).

x

1952 – The United States Congress passed the Veterans Readjustment Assistance
Act allowing the Department of Education to rely on regional accrediting
associations to determine if an institution of higher education was eligible for
federal funding (p. 144).

x

1964 – The Federation of Regional Accrediting Commission of Higher Education
(FRACHE) was established (p. 144).

x

1965 – The Higher Education Act of 1965 (HEA) was passed to increase financial
aid assistance available to students including scholarships and low-interest loans
13

(Department of Education, 1998, pp. 24-25). HEA was thus amended in 1968,
1972, 1976, 1980, 1986, 1992, and 1998 (Higher Education Act of 1965, 2009, p.
1).
x

1975 – The Council on Postsecondary Accreditation (COPA) was formed
combining NCA and FRACHE under one agency. COPA helped to bring stability
to the arena of accreditation by decreasing the number of accrediting agencies and
by helping to keep the accreditation process a voluntary process and not
governmental (Chen, 1980, pp. 144-145).

x

1992 – Higher Education Act Amendments increased federal involvement in
accreditation by seeking to strengthen the alliance among the federal government,
state government, and accrediting agencies by focusing on the quality of
education and by reducing exploitation of financial aid programs (Wellman, 1998,
p. 5).

x

1993 – COPA was dissolved due to conflicts related to accreditation (Wellman,
1998, p. 4).

x

1996 – The Council for Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA) was established
to strengthen accreditation by focusing on voluntary accreditation and quality
assurance (Wellman, 1998, p.5).

x

1998 – The United States Secretary of Education recognized accreditation by
accrediting agencies under Title IV of the Higher Education Amendments
(Commission on Colleges, 2008, p. 35).

x

2008 – The passing of the Higher Education Opportunity Act of 2008 reaffirmed
the United States Department of Education’s role in the accreditation process
14

(Council for Higher Education Accreditation Higher Education Accreditation
(CHEA HEA), 2008, p. 1).
Although the process of accreditation is voluntary, it has become a necessity for
institutions seeking federal, state, and private sector funding (CHEA, 2008a). An
example of this is the Veterans Readjustment Act of 1952. This Act helped push
accreditation to the forefront by requiring veterans to enroll in courses at institutions that
were accredited in order to receive federal funding. Accreditation was thus used to
demonstrate to the government and to the public that the accredited institution had
reached a level of quality in education (Chen, 1980). It should be noted that the
government did not, and does not, take on the responsibility of accrediting institutions but
relies on accrediting agencies to grant accreditation. The United States Department of
Education’s Secretary of Education is, however, required to publish a list of accredited
institutions of higher education within the United States and maintain a database of
postsecondary institutions and programs (USDE, 2008).
In August 2008, the Higher Education Opportunity Act of 2008 reaffirmed the
United States Department of Education’s role in the accreditation process. The USDE
continues to grant approval to the accrediting agencies; however, several changes to the
accreditation process were made due to the Act. Relevant changes include the following
points.
x

Student achievement will be the primary responsibility of the institution of higher
learning, not the government. Standards used to access the level of student
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achievement will be developed by the institution. Institutions set the standards,
and the accrediting agency holds the institution accountable for those standards.
x

Accrediting agencies are responsible for making sure institutions have transfer of
credit policies and procedures; institutions are responsible for tracking statistics of
transfers and reporting the information to the federal government.

x

Accrediting agencies will be required to provide more information to the federal
government and possibly to the public. Such information could include
documentation compiled for self-studies and peer reviews.

x

Non-compliance actions taken by an accrediting agency leading to sanctioning of
an institution must be in writing, and the institution’s legal counsel may
participate in the process of appealing the sanctions. The accrediting agency must
also maintain an appeals committee and a conflict-of-interest policy.

x

Institutions must be able to assure an accrediting agency that the student enrolled
in an online (distance learning) course is the actual person doing the course work.
Also, accrediting agencies may review online courses by simply notifying the
Secretary of Education instead of needing approval from the Secretary.

x

Accrediting agencies must monitor significant growth in an institution (CHEA
HEA, 2008, pp. 1-3).

Some aspects of this new legislation may help the accreditation process be more
productive while other areas may translate into more paperwork for institutions and
accrediting agencies (CHEA HEA, 2008).
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Since the establishment of the American accreditation process in the early 1900s,
institutions seeking accreditation relied on accrediting agencies for validation (Werner,
2004). Werner noted that this validation, however, has not come without costs.
Depending on the accrediting agency to which the institution of higher education chooses
to submit an application for candidacy or reaffirmation, the cost of accreditation is
bundled with application fees, membership dues, site visit expenses, and other fees paid
by the institution. There are also indirect costs associated with time and work hours spent
by administration, faculty, staff, and students in a joint effort to construct self-studies.
Further, Werner suggested that even though these direct and indirect costs of
accreditation may be demanding, the alternative of not having a voluntary process could
lead to more government control. A summary of the cost related to the accreditation is
located in Appendix A.
Although accrediting agencies utilize differing standards and procedures related
to accreditation, they all adopted qualitative instead of quantitative standards and
procedures (Chen, 1980). Chen summarized the regional accrediting agencies’ standards
into eight broad qualitative categories: (a) goals and objectives; (b) governance,
administration, and organization; (c) instructional staff; (d) educational programs; (e)
students and student services; (f) library; (g) facilities and equipment; and (h) financial
resources (p.147).
CHEA (2008a) summarized the purpose of accreditation into four areas: “assuring
quality…access to federal funds… easing transfer (articulation)…engendering private
sector confidence” (p. 2). CHEA uses these four areas to review accrediting agencies to
assure that the accrediting agency meets six standards set by CHEA. CHEA’s
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recognition standards included the following: (a) “advance academic quality (institutions
that receive accreditation from an accreditor must show that quality standards are met)”;
(b) “demonstrate accountability (in information provided to reinforce public trust in the
institutions standards)”; (c) “encourage, where appropriate, self scrutiny and planning for
change and needed improvement”; (d) “employ appropriate and fair procedures in
decision making”; (e) “demonstrate ongoing review of accreditation practices”; and (f)
“possess sufficient resources” (CHEA, 2008a, p.3).
Institutions of higher education seek approval through the process of accreditation
facilitated by accrediting agencies (Commission on Colleges, 2008). There are several
avenues available for accreditation seekers. Institutions seek accreditation for their
campuses as well as for specific programs. Some programs at the two-year college level
that require a separate accreditation process (separate from that of the overall institution)
include licensed practical nursing, associate degree nursing, surgical technology, and
emergency medical technology (ECCC Executive Planning Council, personal
communication, 2009). The accreditation requirements for institutions and programs
vary by region depending upon the geographical location of the institution.

Regional Accrediting Agencies
There are six regional accrediting agencies: (1) New England; (2) Middle States;
(3) North Central; (4) Southern; (5) Northwest; and (6) Western (USDE, 2009).
Although these six agencies are all involved in accreditation of institutions of higher
education, their standards are not the same, but the process of receiving accreditation is
similar for all six. All regional accrediting agencies are currently recognized by the
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United States Department of Education and Council for Higher Education Accreditation
(CHEA) as having met required standards (CHEA, 2009b).
The Southern Association of Colleges and Schools’ Commission on Colleges
(2008) provided an outline of the accreditation process. An institution of higher
education seeking accreditation from an accrediting agency must first submit an
application notifying the agency of the institution’s desire to become a candidate for
accreditation. Application fees are also sent with a completed application. Once the
application is received by the agency, the voluntary process of accreditation for an
institution begins. A comprehensive self-study by the candidate institution is then
undertaken. Each accrediting agency has standards and procedures to follow for the selfstudy. Next, a peer review by fellow educators and then a site visit on the institution’s
campus will be conducted by the agency. At the end of the process, the agency will issue
a decision for accreditation of the institution or decline the institution’s request for
accreditation. To remain accredited, institutions must continuously review their
programs for future rounds of the accreditation cycle.
In October 2008, the Council for Higher Education Accreditation noted that there
were 7,006 accredited institutions and 19,453 accredited programs in the United States.
Of these accredited institutions, 64% are degree-granting and 53.4% are nonprofits. The
total enrollment in institutions accredited by regional accrediting organizations was
18,469,893, of which 5,021,212 are in the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools’
region. In fiscal year 2006–2007, the country’s regional accrediting agencies employed
142 employees with an operating budget of $21,523,636 and had more than 18,000
volunteers facilitating the accreditation process (CHEA, 2008b).
19

The oldest of the six regional accrediting agencies is the New England
Association of Schools and Colleges (NEASC) established in 1885 (NEASC, 2008). The
mission of NEASC is “the establishment and maintenance of high standards for all levels
of education” (p.1). The association serves six states: (1) Connecticut; (2) Maine; (3)
Massachusetts; (4) New Hampshire; (5) Rhode Island; and (6) Vermont. NEASC has a
12- to 18-month qualitative self-study process that occurs at least once every 10 years.
The Middle States Association of Colleges and Schools (MSACS) was
established in 1887 (Middle States Commission on Higher Education, 2008). The Middle
States Commission on Higher Education (MSCHE) is the arm of MSACS that accredits
colleges and universities. The commission serves the states of Delaware, Maryland, New
Jersey, New York, and Pennsylvania along with the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico,
and the U.S. Virgin Islands. For an institution to be accredited, the commission evaluates
the institution “as a whole” (p. 1) to access if the institution is worthy of public
confidence. The fundamental elements that accreditation is judged on include integrity,
public information, merging or closing, student complaints, involvement in the self-study,
continuous improvement, participation, and federal and state requirements (pp. 1-2).
These fundamentals are not specific to this association, but are also noted by other
accrediting agencies with varying terminology.
In 1895, the North Central Association Commission on Accreditation and School
Improvement (NCA CASI) was established (NCA CASI, 2008). It serves 19 states and
the Navajo Nation. The NCA CASI accredits institutions of higher education based on
qualification of instructors, curriculum provided, student services (i.e., activities and
support), articulation agreements between institutions, and financial aid programs. The
20

association requires three reports from an institution seeking accreditation: (a) Standards
Assessment Report (i.e., self-study); (b) Quality Assurance Review Report, which
identifies areas that need improvement; and (c) Accreditation Progress Report, which is a
follow-up to the Quality Assurance Review and notes the progress made on areas of
improvement recommended by the association (p. 1). The ultimate goal of the NCA
CASI’s accreditation process is continuous improvement.
The Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities (NWCCU) founded in
1917 serves the states of Alaska, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and
Washington (NWCCU, 2008). The fundamentals related to accreditation by NWCCU
include assessment of educational quality and institutional effectiveness, improvement
through self-study, assurance of institutional academic achievements, and development of
the institution (p. 1). In order to meet the fundamental requirements of the NWCCU, an
institution must fulfill its stated purpose and mission, demonstrate and assess student and
educational achievements, display plans for improvement, and assess institutional
performance.
Formed in 1924, the Western Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC)
serves the states of California and Hawaii and also serves several international territories
(WASC, 2008). The mission of the WASC is to advance student learning. The
Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges (ACCJC) accredits
institutions that award a two-year degree. Its accreditation process begins with a selfstudy followed by a site visit. If the institution is granted accreditation, that accreditation
is effective for six years. However, during the six years the institution must continue to
meet the standards and procedures set forth by the ACCJC.
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The sixth regional accrediting agency is the Southern Association of Colleges and
Schools (SACS). SACS was established in 1895 and serves the states of Alabama,
Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina,
Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia (SACS, 2008a). A description of the Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools’ organizational structure and accreditation
application process is included in Appendix B. Also, a general timeline of the
accreditation process is included in Appendix C.
The following two sections of this chapter focus on SACS accreditation standards
and procedures because this agency accredits non-profit degree-granting institutions (i.e.,
community colleges) in Mississippi. All 15 of Mississippi’s community/junior colleges
are currently accredited by SACS with no public sanctions noted by SACS at the time of
this study. SACS classifies these institutions as Level I because the highest degree
awarded is the associate degree (Commission on Colleges, 2009).

Accreditation Requirements for SACS
Accreditation compliance requirements for the Southern Association of Colleges
and Schools (SACS) are used to evaluate institutions seeking to be accredited or
reaccredited. According to the Commission on Colleges (2008), the broad categories for
compliance are based on the following: (a) principle of integrity; (b) core requirements;
(c) comprehensive standards; and (d) federal requirements. The SACS Commission on
Colleges is responsible for assuring that institutions are in compliance with the principle
of integrity, the core requirements, the comprehensive standards, and federal
requirements.
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Compliance with the principle of integrity, simply stated, is an understanding
between SACS and the institution to be honest and open with one another (Commission
on Colleges, 2008). This is a fundamental element that must be present throughout the
accreditation process. Acts of withholding information, providing false information, and
other misleading acts are not tolerated and may result in an institution’s loss of
accreditation. The other compliance categories are broken down into specific
requirements. The core requirements are displayed in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1
SACS Core Requirements
Core
Requirement
2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4

Area

Degree-Granting Authority
Governing Board (at least five members with legal authority)
Chief Executive Officer
Institutional Mission (clearly defined, comprehensive, and
published)
2.5
Institutional Effectiveness
2.6
Continuous Operation (in operation with students enrolled)
2.7.1
Program Length (degree programs at the associate level)
2.7.2
Program Content (compatible with mission)
2.7.3
General Education
2.7.4
Course Work for Degrees
2.8
Faculty (adequate full-time faculty)
2.9
Learning Resources and Services (adequate library resources)
2.10
Student Support Services (promote student learning and
development)
2.11.1
Financial Resources (financial stability)
2.11.2
Physical Resources
2.12
Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP)
(Commission on Colleges, 2008, pp. 15-19)
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Compliance with comprehensive standards has four broad categories: (a) institutional
mission, governance, and effectiveness; (b) programs; (c) resources; and (d) institutional
responsibility for commission policies. These are operating standards. Specifics on the
comprehensive standards are lengthy but are summarized as follows:
x

Standard 3.1 Institutional Mission
o 3.1.1 – Comprehensive, periodically reviewed and updated, and published

x

Standard 3.2 Governance and Administration
o 3.2.1 – CEO evaluation and selection
o 3.2.2 – Governing board control (operating control of the institution)
o 3.2.3 – Board conflict of interest (policy)
o 3.2.4 – External influence (free from undue influence)
o 3.2.5 – Board dismissal (policy)
o 3.2.6 – Board/administration distinction (division of responsibilities)
o 3.2.7 – Organizational structure (organizational chart)
o 3.2.8 – Qualified administrative/academic officers (capacity to lead)
o 3.2.9 – Faculty/staff appointment (employment policies)
o 3.2.10 – Administrative staff evaluations
o 3.2.11 – Control of intercollegiate athletics (athletic programs)
o 3.2.12 – Fund-raising activities
o 3.2.13 – Institutional-related foundations
o 3.2.14 – Intellectual property rights (copyright issues)

x

Standard 3.3 Institutional Effectiveness
o 3.3.1.1 – Educational programs
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o 3.3.1.2 – Administrative support services
o 3.3.1.3 – Educational support services
o 3.3.1.4 – Research
o 3.3.1.5 – Community/public service
o 3.3.2 – Quality enhancement plan
x

Standard 3.4 Educational Programs: All Educational Programs
o 3.4.1 – Academic program approval
o 3.4.2 – Continuing education/service programs
o 3.4.3 – Admissions policies
o 3.4.4 – Acceptance of academic credit (transfer or transcription of academic
credit)
o 3.4.5 – Academic policies
o 3.4.6 – Practices for awarding credit
o 3.4.7 – Consortial relationships/contractual agreements
o 3.4.8 – Non-credit to credit
o 3.4.9 – Academic support services
o 3.4.10 – Responsibility for curriculum (faculty)
o 3.4.11 – Academic program coordination
o 3.4.12 – Technology use

x

Standard 3.5 Educational Programs: Undergraduate Programs
o 3.5.1 – College-level competencies
o 3.5.2 – Institutional credits for a degree (25%)
o 3.5.3 – Undergraduate program requirements
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o 3.5.4 – Terminal degrees of faculty
x

Standard 3.6 Educational Programs: Graduate and Post-Baccalaureate Professional
Programs

x

Standard 3.7 Faculty
o 3.7.1 – Faculty competence
o 3.7.2 – Faculty evaluation
o 3.7.3 – Faculty development
o 3.7.4 – Academic freedom (protecting academic freedom)
o 3.7.5 – Faculty role in governance

x

Standard 3.8 Library and Other Learning Resources
o 3.8.1 – Learning/information resources
o 3.8.2 – Instruction of library use
o 3.8.3 – Qualified staff

x

Standard 3.9 Student Affairs and Services
o 3.9.1 – Student rights
o 3.9.2 – Student records
o 3.9.3 – Qualified staff

x

Standard 3.10 Financial Resources
o 3.10.1 – Financial stability
o 3.10.2 – Submission of financial statements
o 3.10.3 – Financial aid audits
o 3.10.4 – Control of finances
o 3.10.5 – Control of sponsored research/external funds
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x

Standard 3.11 Physical Resources
o 3.11.1 – Control of physical resources
o 3.11.2 – Instructional environment
o 3.11.3 – Physical facilities

x

Standard 3.12 Responsibility for Compliance with the Commission’s Substantive
Change Procedures and Policy (substantive change—significant modifications by the
institution)

x

Standard 3.13 Responsibility for Compliance with Other Commission Policies

x

Standard 3.14 Representation of Status with the Commission
o 3.14.1 – Publication of accreditation status

(Commission on Colleges, 2008, pp. 23-32)
Institutions must submit proper documentation to the commission that they are in
compliance with federal requirements. These federal requirements were mandated under
Title IV of the 1998 Higher Education Amendments. The mandated federal requirements
include the following:
x

Requirement 4.1 – Student achievement measured by course completion, licensing
exam scores, job placement, and so forth

x

Requirement 4.2 – Program curriculum (i.e., degree and certificate programs)

x

Requirement 4.3 – Publication of policies including academic calendar, grading
policies, and so forth

x

Requirement 4.4 – Program length

x

Requirement 4.5 – Student complaints (i.e., resolving student complaints)
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x

Requirement 4.6 – Recruitment materials

x

Requirement 4.7 – Title IV program responsibilities

(Commission on Colleges, 2008, pp. 35-36)

Community College Reaccreditation Process
The Commission on Colleges (2008) provides an overview of the process a
community college may use to be reaccredited by the Southern Association of Colleges
and Schools (SACS). In the initial planning months, approximately two to three years
before the actual site visit by SACS, the college should appoint an accreditation
leadership committee. This committee’s functions are to delegate assignments to
administration, faculty, and staff. Committee assignments may include being responsible
for specific areas of the reaccreditation process, facilitating a compliance audit for the
compliance certification documentation, making necessary changes in recommendations
related to compliance issues, and completing the compliance certification documentation
and the Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP). Members of this committee may include the
president of the college, vice presidents, deans, and directors.
The college should also appoint a compliance certification committee to conduct a
comprehensive compliance audit before submitting the compliance certification
documentation. The compliance audit should include an assessment of programs and
should identify compliance assessment needs. These needs should be addressed by the
accreditation leadership committee in a continual process to develop the compliance
certification documentation. The actual documentation is signed by the president and the
accreditation liaison and is usually submitted to SACS within 15 months of the scheduled
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site visit. Their signatures verify that their college is in compliance with the principle of
integrity. The compliance certification documentation has four parts: (a) signature page;
(b) list of substantive changes; (c) college’s assessment of compliance with the principles
of accreditation (i.e., principle of integrity, core requirements, comprehensive standards,
and federal requirements); and (d) institutional summary form prepared for commission
reviews.
Each core requirement should be assigned to an individual or department that
oversees that specific area. Possible core requirement assignments (ECCC Executive
Planning Council, personal communication, 2009) are listed in Table 2.2.

Table 2.2
SACS Core Requirement Assignments
Core
Requirement
2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5
2.6
2.7.1
2.7.2
2.7.3
2.7.4
2.8
2.9
2.10
2.11.1
2.11.2

Compliance
Certification Leader
President

Dean of Institutional
Effectiveness
VP for Instruction

Head Librarian
VP for Student
Services
VP for Business
Operations

Supporting Documentation
Documentation of authority to offer associate
degrees; Articles of Incorporation, bylaws, list of
Board of Trustees members; Policies and
Procedures Manual; Mission Statement
Strategic Plan; evidence of assessment and use
of assessment results
Enrollment data; college catalog; list of degree
programs with hours required; general education
requirements; copies of contracts and consortia
agreements; description of course work; roster of
instructional staff (full-time and part-time)
List of learning resources; list of collections and
electronic access
Data on student support; student handbook
Institutional audits; budget planning procedures;
minutes approving the budget; explanation of
unrestricted net assets; list of physical resources
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Each comprehensive standard should be assigned to an individual or department
that oversees that specific area. Possible comprehensive standard assignments (ECCC
Executive Planning Council, personal communication, 2009) are listed in Table 2.3.

Table 2.3
SACS Comprehensive Standard Assignments
Comprehensive
Standard
3.1.1; 3.2.1
3.2.2; 3.2.3
3.2.4; 3.2.5
3.2.6; 3.2.7
3.2.11; 3.2.12
3.12.1
3.2.8; 3.2.9
3.2.10; 3.5.3
3.7.1; 3.7.2
3.9.3

Compliance
Certification Leader
President

3.2.13

Executive Director for
Foundation/Alumni

3.2.14; 3.10.1
3.10.2; 3.10.4
3.10.5; 3.11.1
3.11.3

VP for Business
Operations

3.3.1; 3.5.1
3.14.1

Dean of Institutional
Effectiveness

Director of Human
Resources

Supporting Documentation
Mission statement; board minutes; bylaws;
manuals; organizational chart; list of board
of trustee members; policy on academic
freedom; job descriptions; president’s job
description; policies and procedures
manual; substantive change documentation
Roster of administration, faculty, and staff
with qualifications; faculty/staff policy
manual; evaluation procedures; list of staff
re student affairs programs with
qualifications
Bylaws of the Foundation; manuals; formal
agreements
Policy manuals; audits; copies of budgets;
summary of endowments; financial
statements; policies re control; documented
external funding; description of physical
facilities; major maintenance plan
Documented outcomes for all programs;
assessment procedures; documented
college-level competencies and methods of
assessment; publication of accreditation
status
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Table 2.3 continued
3.4.1; 3.4.4
3.4.5; 3.4.7
3.4.8; 3.4.10
3.4.11; 3.5.2
3.5.3; 3.7.3
3.7.4; 3.7.5

VP for Instruction

3.4.2

Dean of Adult and
Continuing Ed
Director of
Admissions

3.4.3; 3.4.6
3.9.2

3.4.9; 3.9.1
3.4.12

3.8.1; 3.8.2
3.8.3

3.10.3
3.11.2

VP for Student
Services
Director of
Technology
Management
Head Librarian

Director of Financial
Aid
Director of Student
Life

Approval procedures for educational
programs; college catalog; documentation
describing transfer credit policies;
articulation agreements; academic policies;
copy of consortia agreements; policies on
non-credit course work; policies describing
curriculum review procedures; program
coordination documentation; policy on credit
earned through institutional instruction;
documented professional development
policies; policy on academic freedom;
policies on faculty responsibilities
List of programs
Admissions policies; policies on awarding
credit for course work; student handbook;
security policies; evidence of FERPA
adherence
List of academic support services; student
handbook; statement of student rights
Policies on use of technology

Documents related to the physical facilities;
list of resources and services; policies re user
instruction on use of library; list of library
staff
Financial aid audits
Policies on safety and security on campus

Each federal requirement should be assigned to an individual or department that
oversees that specific area. Possible federal requirement assignments (ECCC Executive
Planning Council, personal communication, 2009) are listed in Table 2.4.
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Table 2.4
SACS Federal Requirement Assignments
Federal
Requirement
4.1; 4.2
4.3; 4.4

Compliance
Certification Leader
VP for Instruction

4.5
4.6

VP for Student
Services

4.7

Director of Financial
Aid

Supporting Documentation
Date of student achievement assessments;
college catalog; description of curriculum;
student handbook; list of degrees/majors
offered with program length
Student handbook; procedures for addressing
student complaints; list of resolved student
complaints; recruitment materials
Documented compliance with Title IV

The compliance certification committee leaders are responsible for approval of all
supporting documentation, including narratives, and are responsible for disseminating the
status of assigned core requirements, comprehensive standards, and federal requirements
to the accreditation leadership committee. Each compliance certification leader should
appoint team members to a committee to address each assigned requirement and/or
standard. Team members are responsible for reporting to the compliance certification
committee assigned leader for making recommendations on assigned
requirements/standards, for assembling supporting documentation, and for drafting
narratives. The final compliance certification documentation and supporting
documentation should truthfully document the institution’s compliance with each
requirement/standard. Broom (1954) noted that the self-study or self-evaluation process
was most beneficial to the college because of the “cooperative study of faculty members
during the period, rather than from the findings of the visiting committee” (p. 18).
The compliance certification documentation is followed by an off-site review or a
peer review. Peer committees are made up of other member institutions who are
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accredited by SACS. The reviewers serve as representatives of the Commission on
Colleges and make recommendations concerning the institution’s compliance or noncompliance with established requirements/standards. After the off-site review, an on-site
review is conducted. The on-site review committee evaluates the institution’s Quality
Enhancement Plan (QEP) and makes final recommendations on compliance or noncompliance. The Commission on Colleges’ Executive Council makes the final
recommendation (Commission on Colleges, 2008).
The SACS accreditation process evolved over the years with new terminology
and requirements. In 2008, Must Statements were removed as a requirement for
accreditation. The new guidelines are referred to as the Principles of Accreditation.
These principles were described above as core requirements (12), comprehensive
standards (14), federal requirements (7), and the Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP). A
preliminary campus visit by a SACS representative to orientate the accreditation
candidate about the process is no longer conducted. The candidate institution now sends
a group to Atlanta, Georgia, to attend an orientation session with SACS representatives.
The composition of the on-site review committee was downsized to seven members and
is no longer a 15-member review committee. The on-site review committee visit was
shortened from a week-long site visit to a three-day site visit (ECCC Executive Planning
Council, personal communication, 2009).

Value of Accreditation
Institutions have been implementing the accreditation process for over 100 years,
and the process of accreditation has developed into a symbol of legitimacy for institutions
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(CHEA, 2009a). The accreditation process conveys value to the public, to other
institutions, and to the government. By achieving accreditation, an institution gains
access to federal, state, and private sector funding while students and the general public
are protected from fraudulent institutions (CHEA, 2009a). The Council for Higher
Education Accreditation pointed out that accreditation is “cost-efficient” for institutions
and helps them use their resources to achieve quality assurance. CHEA (2009a)
advocates that accreditation is a necessity if students plan to transfer course work
nationally or internationally and is a must for students enrolled in specific programs
within the institution (e.g., nursing students are required to take licensure examinations).
Non-accreditation means more than a loss of access to funds. Students who rely
on tuition assistance from their employers to pay for the costs of higher education may
lose employer assistance if the institution is not accredited (CHEA, 2008a). Also,
holding a degree from a non-accredited institution does not enhance a resume’ and may
prevent students from finding gainful employment (CHEA, 2008a).
The institution’s alumni may be an assessment of the quality of the institutional
programs and services. Alumni are the finished products that the institution produces.
According to Skogen (2008), president of Bismarck State College in Bismarck, North
Dakota, “alumni are the lynchpin upon which a college’s accreditation and reputation
rest…how a graduate performs after leaving a college is the ultimate assessment of how
well that college performs its job as an educational institution” (p. 24).
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Literature Related to the Overall Accreditation Process
The accreditation process regulates an institution, and, if administered properly,
should eliminate poor quality institutions and programs (Eaton, 2009). From the
perspective of American institutions, accreditation implies validation; however, other
perspectives exist.
Wellman (1998) noted relevant strengths of the accreditation process—being a
voluntary and non-governmental process while equipping institutions to better assess
learning. However, she also noted several weaknesses of the process including the
following: (a) lack of universal terminology; (b) lack of an overall comprehensive
system; (c) need for clarification of federal roles in accreditation; and (d) complexity of
the process. In addition, Wellman (1998) documented opportunities to improve the
accreditation process, and five of those suggestions included: (1) assurance of quality by
being transparent; (2) coordination among the accrediting agencies in order to avoid
repetition and to reduce cost; (3) protection of the institution’s integrity; (4) assurance of
articulation among institutions; and (5) resolution of criticisms between accrediting
agencies and institution.
Hersh (2004) researched the accreditation process and described other weaknesses
of the process involving the lack of measurable student outcomes. He noted that the
process did not clarify or prove what students had learned at the institution. Another
weakness described by Hersh included the lack of meaning when institutions speak of
quality assurance. To the student and the public, the process of assessment does not
guarantee accountability by the institution. This lack of public confidence in the process
may be due to the lack of transparency of the accreditation process. When the public
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confidence is diminished the financial support by state governments may also be
diminished. Hersh acknowledged an opportunity for institutions to regain public
confidence by “implementing a learning assessment system that first and foremost helps
to improve student-learning and institutional efficacy and second, provides appropriate
student learning evidence in response to calls for accountability” (p. 5). According to
Hersh, by seizing this opportunity, institutions gain more control over the process.
A commission appointed by the former Secretary of Education, Margaret
Spellings (2006), reported on the need for institutions of higher education to provide
educational opportunities for the future. The report mirrored the findings of Hersh by
also noting the lack of transparency of the accreditation process in quantifying an
institution’s performance. This lack of transparency diminished public support that was
ultimately tied to financial support. The report went on further to say that by decreasing
financial support, institutions increase tuition and access to higher education becomes
unaffordable. The commission provided suggestions to improve the transparency of the
process. Their suggestions included adoption of new performance benchmarks for
comparison among institutions and access to data to determine which institutions are
quality institutions. These suggestions, according to the commission, would transform
the process by enhancement of accountability and quality (Spellings, 2006).
External perspectives on how to improve the accreditation process vary in degree
of significance and applicability, but three such recommendations set forth by the
Council for Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA, 2008a) were the most realistic and
adoptable. First, the proclamation that an institution is accredited should have meaning
for the public and reassure the public that they are receiving a quality education. Second,
36

student financial aid programs should demand quality in their efforts to provide students
with resources in order for them to apply correctly for financial aid. Third, colleges and
universities should work together to administer better articulation agreements (CHEA,
2008a).
In order to facilitate the process of accreditation internally, the perspectives of
institutional stakeholders should be involved and communicated (Katsinas, Kinkead, &
Kennamer, 2009). Issues arise when stakeholders are not given opportunities to voice
their perspectives. Stakeholders who remain isolated begin to devalue the process and
the outcome. Katsinas, Kinkead, and Kennamer pointed out “it is important, very early in
the process, to identify stakeholders and solicit their input…collaboration across all areas
and divisions of the institution is essential in assuring the efficacy of accreditation” (pp.
659, 662).
The perspectives of institutional stakeholders, namely administrators, are another
dimension of related literature. Sykes (2003) identified community college
administrators in the state of Illinois as stakeholders and documented their perspectives
on whether or not the accreditation process was successful in maintaining quality
assurance. The conclusions Sykes drew from his research included the agreement by
administrators that the accreditation process was a sufficient means for institutions to
accomplish quality assurance. However, the standards of the accrediting agency were
deemed to be “rigorous and encourage a narrow, bean-counting approach that stifles
innovation” (p. 86). In addition, administrators responded that the institution’s strengths
and weaknesses should be gauged by additional means other than through accreditation
(Sykes). Hulon (2000) also documented community college administrators’ perspectives
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in a case-study. She reported that “when employees cannot see the relationship between
accreditation activities and institution-wide improvement, negativity flourishes” (p. 90).
Other stakeholders involved in the accreditation process may include institutional
faculty and staff, students, and parents. Stader, Munoz, and Rowett (2009) documented
ways to utilize both internal and external stakeholders in the accreditation process. They
studied several two-year institutions that had successfully engaged their stakeholders.
One of these institutions was West Kentucky Community College. This institution
solicited input from its faculty by conducting group roundtable discussions “to improve
faculty awareness” (p. 653). Another institution, Mississippi Gulf Coast Community
College (MGCCC), developed a “communication template for school improvement
planning that involves stakeholders in the selection and development of improvement
plans” (p. 650). MGCCC used various communication tools to facilitate “buy-in” from
the stakeholders. After collecting feedback from the stakeholders, the institution
compiled reports of the correspondence and implemented the suggestions. These two
institutions both relied on stakeholders and were able to communicate information
necessary to conduct assessments of the institutions’ accreditation processes including the
Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP).
Tincher-Ladner (2009) further documented Mississippi Gulf Coast Community
College’s QEP component in more detail. During the reaccreditation process MGCCC
implemented a Quality Improvement Committee (QIC) to facilitate the selection of the
QEP. According to Tincher-Ladner, MGCCC solicited input from stakeholders including
area legislators, board of trustee members, alumni, and public officials. A “scoring guide
was essential in measuring the QEP topic suggestions with respect to reaffirmation
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requirements and, more importantly, the aliment of the QEP with college mission” (p.
623). The final selection of the topic included input of four major groups: 1) students; 2)
faculty; 3) QIC; and 4) Southern Association of Colleges and Schools Commission on
Colleges (SACS COC) (p. 625).
The two-year college president is another stakeholder in the process of
accreditation. According to Murray (2004), presidents surveyed in the Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools region reported “positive change in their educational
programs due to the accreditation process” (p. 95). The presidents further indicated that
institutional effectiveness was the most positive component of accreditation driven
change at their institutions. Other findings on institutional change due to accreditation
included the following: a) The process being lost in the routine of college activities; b)
The process facilitated continuous improvement; c) The self-study was burdensome; and
d) The process provided students with the opportunity to receive federal assistance (pp.
95-96).
An overview of the accreditation process would be incomplete without a brief
discussion of the legal aspects of accreditation. According to Graca (2009), the
relationship formed between the institutions and the accrediting agency in order to
facilitate the accreditation process is “a private contractual relationship” (p. 642). He
does agree the involvement of institutions in the accreditation process is voluntary with
consequences for seeking and not seeking accreditation. However, once an institution
becomes a member of the “association”, the relationship is contractual which obligates
both parties of the contract. Graca (2009) also noted “the role of the accrediting agencies
as gatekeepers and keymasters to federal funding” (p. 647). Further, Graca stated, “The
39

federal government delegates its responsibility of regulating higher education to the
accrediting agencies” (p. 648).

Chapter Summary
The review of literature presented in Chapter II included a brief history of
accreditation and its development over time. Key pieces of legislation were noted that
aided the progression of accreditation. The role of the regional accrediting agency was
also discussed with emphasis placed on accreditation standards and procedures of the
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools. An overview of a typical community
college’s reaccreditation process was delineated. The value of the process as it relates to
the public, the students, and the institution was also presented.
Related literature was also presented that focused on the perceptions of the overall
accreditation process. Strengths and weaknesses of the process were discussed along
with opportunities for improvement. The review of literature concluded with perceptions
of the process from the perspective of various stakeholders and a look at the legal aspects
of accreditation.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

This chapter summarizes the research methodology used to document the
perceptions of administrators employed by the 15 community/junior colleges in the state
of Mississippi regarding the college’s regional accreditation process. Data were collected
using a survey research design. A survey research design with open-ended questions was
selected to increase the validity of the collected data. Included in this chapter are the
research design, population and sampling procedure, instrumentation, validity of the
instrument, reliability of the instrument, and data collection procedures.

Research Design
A survey research design was chosen for this study to capture the knowledge and
opinions of practicing administrators regarding accreditation. Gall, Gall, and Borg
(2007) described a survey as a “method of data collection using questionnaires or
interviews to collect data from a sample that has been selected to represent a population
to which the findings of the data analysis can be generalized” (p. 230). A questionnaire
was developed and used to collect data for the study. The questionnaire included closedended questions with a five-point Likert-scale response set for statistical analysis ranging
from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree.”
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Two open-ended questions were included

in the questionnaire to obtain a deeper understanding of the administrators’ perceptions of
accreditation. The questionnaire was sent to all community and junior college
administrators in Mississippi whose e-mail addresses were available at the time of the
study (N = 435). Community college administrators in the state of Mississippi were
chosen because administrators would likely have the most knowledge and responsibilities
related to the accreditation process at their institutions. Results of the questionnaire items
are displayed as descriptive statistics summarized in Tables 4.1 – 4.19. Results of the
open-ended questions are displayed in frequency tables.
The collection of data for this study was conducted using the questionnaire
administered by the researcher via a link e-mailed to the community college
administrators. The data collected provided a detailed description of the accreditation
process through the eyes of an administrator. The steps of the research design included
the following: (a) compiling a directory of administrators’ e-mail addresses; (b)
developing a survey instrument; (c) e-mailing initial cover letters and questionnaires; (d)
sending follow-up e-mails with cover letters and questionnaires; (e) collecting
questionnaire responses; (f) analyzing data; (g) interpreting data; and (h) reporting data.

Population and Sampling Procedure
Four hundred and thirty-five administrators (i.e., all possible administrators from
the 15 Mississippi community/junior colleges) were asked to participate in the study.
The institutional affiliations of the administrators included Coahoma Community
College, Copiah-Lincoln Community College, East Central Community College, East
Mississippi Community College, Hinds Community College, Holmes Community
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College, Itawamba Community College, Jones County Junior College, Meridian
Community College, Mississippi Delta Community College, Mississippi Gulf Coast
Community College, Northeast Mississippi Community College, Northwest Mississippi
Community College, Pearl River Community College, and Southwest Mississippi
Community College. The 15 community and junior colleges involved in the survey
collectively served more than 93,972 credit students and 179,979 non-credit students for
Fiscal Year 2008 (State Board for Community and Junior Colleges, 2008). The titles of
the administrators included president, vice president, dean, assistant dean, and director.

Instrumentation
The survey instrument was adapted from a questionnaire developed and used in
prior research (Yarbrough, 1983). Yarbrough’s research documented the perceptions of
community and junior college presidents, self-study steering committee chairpersons, and
faculty on the self-study in the accreditation process in the SACS region. Yarbrough’s
study used a Likert-scale questionnaire. Likert-scales represent a widely used measure of
attitudes and are relatively easy to administer (Johnson & Christensen, 2004). Yarbrough
granted the researcher permission to use the questionnaire as a basis for the present
research. The questionnaire contained 36 items in a Likert-scale response set format and
two open-ended items.
The 36-question instrument was administered in this study. Instructions for
completing the questionnaire were provided with the instrument. This method of data
collection was used because of the strengths associated with the use of a questionnaire
including measurability of perceptions and attitudes of study participants, anonymity of
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participants, and the tendency to have high reliability and validity. Closed-ended
questions provided precise information related to the research questions with questions
following an ordinal scale model to rate people’s perceptions. The instrument utilized a
five-point scale ranging from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree.” The open-ended
questions provided information in the participants’ own words. A copy of the
questionnaire is available in Appendix D.
The questionnaire consisted of four parts: (1) Part I Institutional Demographics;
(2) Part II Perceptions of Accreditation in General; (3) Part III Perceptions of
Communication with Accrediting Agency; and (4) Part IV Perceptions of Institutional
Facilitation of Accreditation. By using the institutional demographics from Part I,
comparisons were made based on the institution’s FTEs, time of last reaffirmation, and
participants’ job titles.
The organization of the questionnaire is displayed in Table 3.1. The table
includes a description of the questionnaire’s components and the number of survey items
for each component.

Table 3.1
Questionnaire Composition
Description
Informed Consent
Demographics
General Accreditation
Communication
Facilitation
Open-Ended

Number of Survey Items
1
2-8
9-16
17-22
23-34
35-36
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Validity of the Instrument
The survey instrument was initially developed in 1983 by Yarbrough in her
research documenting the perceptions of community and junior college presidents, selfstudy steering committee chairpersons, and faculty on self-study committees concerning
the accreditation process in the region accredited by the Southern Association of Colleges
and Schools (SACS). In 2003, Dr. C. E. Sykes also utilized Dr. Yarbrough’s survey
instrument to conduct research documenting the perceptions of community college
administrators in the state of Illinois.
For the purpose of this research study, questions were adapted from Dr.
Yarbrough’s questionnaire to fit the needs of the current research. Some questions used
in the original survey instrument were no longer valid because over the years SACS
changed its accreditation standards and terminology. An example of this included
questions asking the participants to choose which form of the self-study their institution
pursued. Currently, there is one form of self-study known as the compliance certificate.
Examples of deleted questions included the following: “What general form was chosen
for the self-study at your institution? Comprehensive, Comprehensive with Certain
Emphasis, Selected Topics, Current Special Study, or Regular Institutional Research”;
“In general, did the self-study form chosen turn out to be a good choice for your
institution?”; and “If there was dissatisfaction with the self-study approach used at your
institution, what was the major reason for the dissatisfaction?” Questions were revised,
removed, and re-ordered in order to document the desired research content. Terminology
was also updated including the change of the phrase Steering Committee to Leadership
Committee. Several demographic questions that did not correlate to the needs of this
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research also were removed. Two examples include one question that dealt with the
sponsorship of the institution because all of the Mississippi institutions surveyed were
publicly-supported institutions of higher education. Another example included a question
asking for the age of the institution.

Reliability of the Instrument
Reliability relates to the consistency of data produced by the survey instrument.
Johnson and Christensen (2004) noted that reliability is needed in research procedures,
but reliability cannot ensure validity. To measure the internal consistency of the survey
instrument, a reliability coefficient alpha (α) was calculated using SPSS software (version
17) for the Items 9-34 on the questionnaire. In addition, Item 16 and Item 25 were not
included in the computations.
Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients were calculated for the three variables
(general accreditation, communication, and facilitation). Item 1 was not included in the
scale because the item is a single question and related to the participant’s agreement to
participate in the research study. Items 2–8 relating to institutional demographics were
also not included in the scale.

Table 3.2
Coefficient Alphas
Variable
General Accreditation
Communication
Facilitation

Alpha
.75
.66
.90
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For the general accreditation variable, perceptions of accreditation in general (q9,
q10, q11, q12, q13, q14, q15), the calculated reliability coefficient alpha was .75. For the
communication variable, perceptions of communication with accrediting agency (q17,
q18, q19, q20, q21, q22), the calculated alpha was .66. For the facilitation variable,
perceptions of institutional facilitation of accreditation (q23, q24, q26, q27, q28, q29,
q30, q 31, q 32, q33, q34), the calculated alpha was .90. In analyzing Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient, the closer the calculated alpha coefficient is to 1.0 the greater the internal
consistency of the survey items. According to Johnson and Christensen (2004),
reliability coefficient alphas greater than .7 are considered acceptable. The coefficient
alpha for the communication variable, .66, is less than .7. This low number may be
accounted for because the variable consisted of a smaller number of questions which
affected the strength of the coefficient alpha. According to Johnson and Christensen
(2004), a smaller number of questions will affect the strength of the coefficient alpha.

Data Collection Procedures
Prior to the beginning of the data collection, approval from Mississippi State
University’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) for the protection of human subjects was
received by the researcher. The approval letter is located in Appendix G. The method
chosen in this study for data collection was a self-report questionnaire. The questionnaire
used in this study was an electronic online response instrument containing 36 questions.
Administration of the survey questionnaire was facilitated by the researcher who emailed the participants a link to the questionnaire. The participants responded to the
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questions by clicking within the computerized version of the instrument. Each
questionnaire was e-mailed twice to the participants in the target population.
Each of the 435 community/junior college administrators was e-mailed a survey
questionnaire to his or her work e-mail address. Surveys were e-mailed so they reached
the target population by early November 2009. Due to the anonymity of the participants’
responses, the survey was e-mailed twice to the subjects. Those that had already
responded were not known, so two e-mailings were conducted to acquire the greatest
number of responses. No phone calls were made to the target population. Once the
participant had submitted a completed questionnaire, that participant was not allowed to
complete an additional questionnaire due to the survey parameters set up on
SurveyMonkey.
Questionnaires should have taken administrators no more than 15 minutes to
complete. All participants were instructed in writing that their responses to the
questionnaire were voluntary and kept anonymous and confidential. A cover letter was emailed explaining the research purpose, procedures, and perceived benefits. The
administrators were advised to answer all of the survey questions or as many or as few as
they preferred. Copies of the cover letter and follow-up cover letter are located in
Appendix E, and a copy of the informed consent form to participate in the research study
is located in Appendix F of this document.
After the participants completed the questionnaires, raw scores were computed.
Scoring of the data was done in the exact same procedure for each questionnaire.
Frequency tables (Table 4.1, Table 4. 2, and Table 4.3) were compiled based on the data
from Part I – Institutional Demographics (Items 2–8). The table includes the frequency
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and percentage of total responses to the questionnaire items. Frequency tables also were
used to categorize the results of the open-ended data from Items 35 and 36 (Table 4.20
and Table 4.21) in order to show how many respondents reported in each category. The
frequency table technique was chosen because the questionnaire covered numerous
variables related to the research.
Scores from Parts II, III, and IV (Items 9–34) were coded as follows: Strongly
Agree = 5; Agree = 4; Undecided = 3; Disagree = 2; and Strongly Disagree = 1. The
results of Parts II, III, and IV are depicted in Tables 4.4–4.10, Tables 4.12–4.14, and
Tables 4.16–Tables 4.18. One-way ANOVA tests were run to compare the mean scores
and to determine if significant differences existed at the .05 level between groups of
participants based on size of the institution, the institution’s initiation of the latest
accreditation process, and the administrators’ job titles within the institution. The results
are displayed in Table 4.11, Table 4.15, and Table 4.19. SPSS software (version 17) was
used to run descriptive statistics of the survey research. Findings are summarized in
Chapter IV.

Chapter Summary
Chapter III presented a discussion of the survey research design used in this study,
and the participants of the study were identified. The questionnaire administered was
defined along with the components of the instrument. The validity and reliability of the
instrument were both discussed. To quantify the reliability of the instrument, coefficient
alphas were calculated. The chapter concluded with specifics on the study’s data
collection procedures.
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CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF DATA

This chapter summarizes the findings of the survey research. The institutional
demographics of the participants are presented first followed by the participants’
responses to questions regarding accreditation in general, communication with the
accrediting agency, and institutional facilitation of accreditation. In addition,
comparisons of administrators’ perceptions based on the size of the institution, the
institution’s latest accreditation process, and position title are presented. The chapter
concludes with a description of the open-ended responses to the survey questions.
Responses are categorized by suggestions for improvements to the overall accreditation
process and by suggestions of institutional resources to facilitate the accreditation
process.

Sample Demographics
A total of 150 participants responded (response rate of 34.5%) through
SurveyMonkey to the electronic survey e-mailed to them. Of the responding subjects, 24
did not complete any items on the survey; therefore, this analysis focused on the 126
subjects that completed the survey. Some individuals responded via e-mail or telephone
stating they were unable to complete the survey for various reasons.
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Institutional Demographics
Part I of the survey instrument was used for analysis of the institutional
demographics. Elements of Part I encompassed the size of the institution based on FTEs,
the number of full-time faculty and administrators employed, the number of years the
subject has been employed at the institution, the subject’s current job title, the
institution’s latest initiation of the accreditation process, and the amount of funding
designated to the accreditation process by the institution. This information is organized
into three tables: Table 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3.

Table 4.1
Population of the Institution
Frequency

Percentage *

Number of Students Based on FTEs **
0–3,000
3,001–6,000
Over 6,000

25
41
58

20.2
33.1
46.8

Number of Full-Time Faculty
0–50
51–100
101–200
201–300
301–400
Over 400

1
17
39
27
9
28

0.8
14.0
32.2
22.3
7.4
23.1

Number of Administrators
0–20
21–40
41–60
Over 60

40
38
12
29

33.6
31.9
10.1
24.4

Note. * Percentage totals may vary due to rounding of numbers (i.e., total may be > or <
100).
** Full-Time Equivalents (FTEs)
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The findings shown in Table 4.1 indicated most participants were associated with
the larger community/junior colleges in Mississippi. Almost one-half (n=58, 46.8%) of
the participants were employed at institutions with student populations over 6,000
students for the fall of 2008. Approximately one-third (n=37, 30.5%) of the participants
were employed at institutions with over 300 full-time faculty. The majority of the
participants were employed at institutions with 101–300 full-time faculty (n=66, 54.5%).
The majority of the institutions had less than 40 administrators (n=78, 65.5%).

Table 4.2
Administrator Characteristics
Frequency

Percentage *

Number of Years Employed by Institution
Less Than 1 Year
1–5 Years
6–10 Years
11–15 Years
16–20 Years
Over 20 Years

0
19
31
27
19
30

0
15.1
24.6
21.4
15.1
23.8

Job Title
President
Vice President
Dean
Assistant Dean
Director
Coordinator

7
31
19
6
37
10

6.4
28.2
17.3
5.5
33.6
9.1

Note. * Percentage totals may vary due to rounding of numbers (i.e., total may be > or <
100).

Table 4.2 displays the demographic breakdown of the administrators responding
to the survey by their work experience and job title at the institution. Over 60% (n=76)
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of participants responding were employed with the institution for more than 10 years.
This was a good indicator that the majority of the administrators surveyed had
participated in the reaccreditation process at least once as the process is completed every
10 years. The majority of the participants held the titles of director (n=37, 33.6%) or vice
president (n=31, 28.2%).
Administrators could also respond by specifying their title if their title did not
correspond to a category given on the questionnaire. Sixteen administrators responded
by specifying their job titles. Job titles given were categorized by frequency and included
the following: Executive Director (n=5); Counselor (n=5); Department Chair (n=3);
Associate Dean (n=1); Associate Vice President (n=1); and Manager (n=1).

Table 4.3
Accreditation Process Characteristics
Frequency

Percentage *

Latest Accreditation Process
1990–1994
1995–1999
2000–2004
2005–2009

2
3
23
92

1.7
2.5
19.2
76.7

Funding Designated to Accreditation Process
Unknown
$0–$10,000
$10,001–$20,000
$20,001–$30,000
Over $30,000

71
11
12
8
18

59.2
9.2
10.0
6.7
15.0

Note. * Percentage totals may vary due to rounding of numbers (i.e., total may be > or <
100).
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The findings shown in Table 4.3 indicated more than three-fourths of
administrators responding were employed at institutions that initiated the accreditation
process between the years of 2005 and 2009. The findings also showed that the majority
of the administrators did not know the dollar amount of funding designated by their
institutions to the completion of the accreditation process. The majority of administrators
who knew the amount of funding designated to the process indicated their institutions
spent more than $30,000 to facilitate the accreditation process (n=18, 15%).

Examination of Research Question One
Question 1: What are community college administrators’ perceptions regarding
accreditation?
Items 9 through 16 of the survey instrument were used to examine research
question #1. These items dealt with perceptions of the accreditation process and were
labeled the “general accreditation” variable. Table 4.4 displays the number of
administrator responses, the means, and the standard deviations for Items 9 through 15.
After mean scores were computed for each survey item, an overall mean score was
computed for Items 9 through 15. The Likert-scale response set used for these items
included: Strongly Agree = 5; Agree = 4; Undecided = 3; Disagree = 2; and Strongly
Disagree = 1.
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Table 4.4
Administrators’ Responses Related to General Accreditation Process
Item# Survey Item

9

Core Requirements and Comprehensive
Standards Required
Federal Requirements
Effectiveness of Process and Quality
Improvement
Self-Study Internally Motivated
Self-Study Findings Useful
Self-Study Process Beneficial
Self-Study Major Component of
Accreditation

10
11
12
13
14
15

Number of
Responses
(N=126)
118

Mean

Standard
Deviation

3.36

1.15

118
119

3.94
3.76

0.93
0.98

119
118
119
118

3.93
3.91
3.98
4.03

0.88
0.81
0.78
0.76

Overall Mean Score 3.75

The item most administrators agreed with was Item 15 indicating that the selfstudy being was a major component of the accreditation process. Item 15 had the highest
mean of 4.03. Conversely, the item most administrators disagreed with was Item 9
indicating the core requirements and comprehensive standards were rigid and complex
(M=3.36). The overall mean score for Items 9 through 15 was 3.75. In general, the
administrators closely agreed with the statements related to the general accreditation
process.
Item 16 was also included in the general accreditation variable; however, this item
was a Yes or No response and was not a Likert-scale response set type item as were Items
9 through 15. Item 16 asked administrators if they knew of anyone at their institution
who provided misleading information during the accreditation process to meet the set
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criteria. Of administrators responding, only two administrators (1.7%) responded they
knew of someone providing false information.
Items 17 through 22 of the survey instrument dealt with perceptions of
communication with the accrediting agency. Means were computed for each item and an
overall mean score was computed for the items and labeled the “communication”
variable. Table 4.5 indicates the number of administrators responding, the means, and
the standard deviations for the communication variable. The Likert-scale response set
used for these items included: Strongly Agree = 5; Agree = 4; Undecided = 3; Disagree =
2; and Strongly Disagree = 1.

Table 4.5
Administrators’ Responses Related to Communication
Item
#
17
18
19
20
21
22

Survey Item

Peer Review Committee Knowledgeable
On-Site Committee Compliance and
Noncompliance Issues
On-Site Committee Biased in Their Field
Liaison Necessity
Training Provided by Accreditor Beneficial
Ample Response Time

Number of
Responses
(N=126)
113
110

Mean

Standard
Deviation

3.73
3.39

0.97
0.97

108
114
111
112

3.21
4.15
3.66
4.07

1.04
0.89
0.94
0.58

Overall Mean Score 3.63

For the communication variable, Item 20 had the highest mean of 4.15. Item 20
related to the necessity to have a liaison between the institution and the accrediting
agency in order to build a relationship between the two entities. Item 22 related to ample
time being given to respond to committee findings had the second highest mean of 4.07.
56

Item 19, M=3.21, had the lowest mean score which asked if visiting committee members
were biased in their fields of expertise. The overall mean score for Items 17 through 22
was 3.63. Overall, the administrators somewhat agreed with the statements related to the
communication between the institution and the accrediting agency.
Items 23 through 34 of the survey instrument dealt with the administrators’
perceptions of the institutional facilitation of the accreditation process. Means were
computed for each item and an overall mean score was computed for the items and
labeled the “facilitation” variable. Table 4.6 indicates the number of administrators
responding, the means, and the standard deviations for the items related to facilitation of
the process. The Likert-scale response set used for these items included: Strongly Agree
= 5; Agree = 4; Undecided = 3; Disagree = 2; and Strongly Disagree = 1.

Table 4.6
Administrators’ Responses Related to Facilitation of the Process
Item
#

23
24
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

Survey Item

Adequate Resources Committed
Office of Institutional Effectiveness, Key
Component
Leadership Committee Provided Adequate
Assistance
Adequate Number of Meetings Held
Data Easily Available
Campus-Wide Involvement
Continued to Seek Information Campus-Wide
Campus More Aware of Accreditation,
Mission, and So Forth
Self-Study Identified Deficiencies
More Fluid Communication After Self-Study
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Number
of
Responses
(N=126)
113
115

Mean

Standard
Deviation

4.18
4.31

0.64
0.85

116

4.33

0.79

114
114
113
114
114

4.19
3.84
4.27
3.83
4.25

0.85
0.93
0.78
0.99
0.85

113
114

3.70
3.56

0.90
1.00

Table 4.6 continued
34

Valuable Information Gained Outweighed
Cost

115

3.49

0.97

Overall Mean Score 4.00

For the facilitation variable, Item 24 and Item 26 had the highest mean scores of
4.31 and 4.33 respectfully. Item 24 asked if the institution’s office of institutional
effectiveness was a key component in the process while Item 26 related to the
institution’s leadership committee providing adequate assistance during the process. Item
33, M=3.56, and Item 34, M=3.49, had the lowest mean scores. Item 33 stated that
communication between administrators, faculty, and staff is more fluid after going
through the self-study process together while Item 34 asked if the information gained
through the self-study process outweighed the cost of time and resources. The overall
mean score for Items 23, 24, and 26 through 34 was 4.00. The administrators strongly
agreed with the statements related to the institution’s facilitation of the accreditation
process.
Item 25 was a Yes, No, or Unknown item and was not a Likert-scale response set
type item as were the others. Item 25 asked administrators if their institution purchased
new software to help facilitate the accreditation process. The majority of administrators
responding, 49.1%, noted that they did not know if their institution had purchased new
software. Of the remaining administrators responding, 13.8% responded “Yes” and
37.1% responded “No.”
Total mean scores and overall means scores were computed for the three
variables—general accreditation, communication, and facilitation—for only respondents
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who answered every item on the survey instrument. The number of survey items per
variable, the means, and the standard deviations are presented in Table 4.7.

Table 4.7
Means and Standard Deviations by Variable
Variable
General
Communication
Facilitation

Number of
Survey Items
7
6
11

Total Mean
26.28
21.77
44.00

Standard
Deviation
4.20
3.41
6.90

Overall
Mean
3.75
3.63
4.00

Standard
Deviation
0.60
0.57
0.63

Note. N = 101

The range of total scores for each scale is as follows: general accreditation
variable (7–35); communication variable (6–30); and facilitation variable (11–55). The
facilitation variable had the highest overall mean, M=4.00, of the three variables.

Examination of Research Question Two
Question 2: Are there differences in community college administrators’
perceptions regarding accreditation based on the size (FTEs) of their institution?
To examine research question #2, group statistics were run. The results are
displayed in Table 4.8 through Table 4.11. First, overall mean scores and standard
deviations were computed for the three scales from the survey items. The mean scores
were then compared to determine if differences existed among the administrators’
responses based on the size of the administrators’ institution.
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Table 4.8 provides a display of comparisons for the general accreditation variable.
Data include frequency, mean scores, and standard deviations for the size of the
administrators’ institutions.

Table 4.8
Comparison of Mean Scores for General Accreditation Process
Based on Administrators’ Size of Institution
N
24
39
54

FTEs
0–3,000
3,001–6,000
Over 6,000

Mean
3.75
3.92
3.82

Standard Deviation
0.55
0.50
0.47

Table 4.8 shows the highest mean of 3.92 for institutions serving 3,001–6,000
FTEs. The lowest mean of 3.75 was for institutions serving 0–3,000 FTEs.
Table 4.9 provides a display of comparisons for the communication variable.
Data include frequency, mean scores, and standard deviations for the size of the
administrators’ institutions.

Table 4.9
Comparison of Mean Scores for Communication Based on
Administrators’ Size of Institution
FTEs
0–3,000
3,001–6,000
Over 6,000

N
25
37
54

Mean
3.73
3.77
3.70

Standard Deviation
0.42
0.53
0.39

Table 4.9 shows the highest mean of 3.77 for institutions serving 3,001–6,000
FTEs. The lowest mean of 3.70 was for institutions serving over 6,000 FTEs.
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Table 4.10 provides a display of comparisons for the facilitation variable. Data
include frequency, mean scores, and standard deviations for the size of the
administrators’ institutions.

Table 4.10
Comparison of Mean Scores for Facilitation Based on
Administrators’ Size of Institution
N
24
38
52

FTEs
0–3,000
3,001–6,000
Over 6,000

Mean
3.86
4.06
3.99

Standard Deviation
0.56
0.67
0.59

Table 4.10 shows the highest mean of 4.06 for institutions serving 3,001–6,000
FTEs. The lowest mean of 3.86 was for institutions serving 0–3,000 FTEs.
Table 4.11 provides an ANOVA summary table of the administrators’ perceptions
based on FTEs. Data include sum of squares, degrees of freedom, mean squares, Fvalues, and p-values.

Table 4.11
Analysis of Variance Summary Table Regarding Administrators’
Perceptions Based on Size of Institution
Source of Variance
General Accreditation Variable
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Communication Variable
Between Groups
Within Groups

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

p

.444
28.225
28.669

2
114
116

.222
.248

.896

.411

.085
22.563

2
113

.042
.200

.213

.809
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Table 4.11 continued
Total
Facilitation Variable
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

22.648

115

.598
41.894
42.492

2
111
113

.299
.377

.792

.456

The one-way analysis of variance tests revealed there were no significant
differences at p < .05 level when comparing administrators’ perceptions based on the size
(FTEs) of the institution for all three groupings of institutional size. For general
accreditation, F=.896 and p=.411. For communication, F=.213 and p=.809, and for
facilitation, F=.792 and p=.456.

Examination of Research Question Three
Question 3: Are there differences in community college administrators’
perceptions regarding accreditation based on their institution’s latest initiation of the
accreditation process?
To examine research question #3, group statistics were run. The results are
displayed in Table 4.12 through Table 4.15. First, overall mean scores and standard
deviations were computed for the four scales from the survey items. The mean scores
were then compared to determine if differences existed among the administrators’
responses based on their institution’s latest initiation of the accreditation process.
Table 4.12 provides a display of comparisons for the general accreditation
variable. Data include frequency, mean scores, and standard deviations for the
institution’s latest initiation of the accreditation process in terms of year.
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Table 4.12
Comparison of Mean Scores for General Accreditation Based on
Institution’s Latest Initiation of the Accreditation Process
Year
1990–1994
1995–1999
2000–2004
2005–2009

N
1
3
23
88

Mean
3.86
3.67
3.96
3.84

Standard Deviation
--0.08
0.44
0.51

Table 4.12 shows the highest mean of 3.96 for institutions initiating the
accreditation process between 2000 and 2004. The lowest mean of 3.67 was for
institutions initiating the accreditation process between 1995 and 1999.
Table 4.13 provides a display of comparisons for the communication variable.
Data include frequency, mean scores, and standard deviations for the institution’s latest
initiation of the accreditation process in terms of year.

Table 4.13
Comparison of Mean Scores for Communication Based on
Institution’s Latest Initiation of the Accreditation Process
Year
1990–1994
1995–1999
2000–2004
2005–2009

N
0
2
23
88

Mean
3.50
3.73
3.75

Standard Deviation
--0.24
0.37
0.44

Table 4.13 shows the highest mean of 3.75 for institutions initiating the
accreditation process between 2005 and 2009. The lowest mean of 3.50 was for
institutions initiating the accreditation process between 1995 and 1999.
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Table 4.14 provides a display of comparisons for the facilitation variable. Data
include frequency, mean scores, and standard deviations for the institution’s latest
initiation of the accreditation process in terms of year.

Table 4.14
Comparison of Mean Scores for Facilitation Based on
Institution’s Latest Initiation of the
Accreditation Process
Year

N

Mean

Standard Deviation

1990–1994
1995–1999
2000–2004
2005–2009

1
2
23
86

3.55
3.77
3.96
4.04

--0.45
0.53
0.59

Table 4.14 shows the highest mean of 4.04 for institutions initiating the
accreditation process between 2005 and 2009. The lowest mean of 3.55 was for the
institution initiating the accreditation process between 1990 and 1994.
Table 4.15 provides an ANOVA summary table of the administrators’ perceptions
based on the institution’s latest initiation of the accreditation process. Data include sum
of squares, degrees of freedom, mean squares, F-values, and p-values. However, it
should be reported there was a lack of response to group 1 (Years: 1990–1994) and group
2 (Years: 1995–1999). Therefore, assumptions for the ANOVA were not met. A Welch
correction was applied because equal variances were not assumed.
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Table 4.15
Analysis of Variance Summary Table (With Welch Correction) Regarding
Administrators’ Perceptions Based on Institution’s Latest
Initiation of the Accreditation Process
Source of Variance

Sum of
Squares

General Accreditation Variable
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Communication Variable
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Facilitation Variable
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

df

Mean
Square

F

p

.185
34.472
34.656

1
111
112

.185
.311

.595

.442

.018
29.422
29.440

1
102
103

.018
.288

.061

.805

.026
34.372
34.399

1
103
104

.026
.334

.079

.779

The one-way analysis of variance tests revealed there were no significant
differences at p < .05 level when comparing administrators’ perceptions based on their
institution’s latest round of accreditation for all four grouping of years. For general
accreditation, F=.595 and p=.442. For communication, F=.061 and p=.805, and for
facilitation, F=.079 and p=.779.

Examination of Research Question Four
Question 4: Are there differences in community college administrators’
perceptions regarding accreditation based on their position titles?
To examine research question #4, group statistics were run. The results are
displayed in Table 4.16 through Table 4.19. First, overall mean scores and standard
deviations were computed for the six scales from the survey items. The mean scores
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were then compared to determine if differences existed among the administrators’
responses based on their position titles.
Table 4.16 provides a display of comparisons for the general accreditation
variable. Data include frequency, mean scores, and standard deviations for the
administrators’ position titles.

Table 4.16
Comparison of Mean Scores for General Accreditation Process Based on
Administrators’ Position Titles
N
6
31
18
6
35
7

Job Title
President
Vice President
Dean
Assistant Dean
Director
Coordinator

Mean
3.79
3.94
3.85
3.69
3.77
3.59

Standard Deviation
0.42
0.45
0.30
0.58
0.57
0.53

Table 4.16 shows the highest mean of 3.94 for administrators with the position
title of vice president. The lowest mean of 3.59 was for administrators with the position
title of coordinator.
Table 4.17 provides a display of comparisons for the communication variable.
Data include frequency, mean scores, and standard deviations for the administrators’
position titles.

66

Table 4.17
Comparison of Mean Scores for Communication Based on
Administrators’ Position Titles
N
6
30
16
6
35
8

Job Title
President
Vice President
Dean
Assistant Dean
Director
Coordinator

Mean
3.72
3.74
3.70
3.53
3.70
3.92

Standard Deviation
0.71
0.42
0.46
0.74
0.37
0.50

Table 4.17 shows the highest mean of 3.92 for administrators with the position
title of coordinator. The lowest mean of 3.53 was for administrators with the position
title of assistant dean.
Table 4.18 provides a display of comparisons for the facilitation variable. Data
include frequency, mean scores, and standard deviations for the administrators’ position
titles.

Table 4.18
Comparison of Mean Scores for Facilitation Based on
Administrators’ Position Titles
N
6
30
18
6
33
7

Job Title
President
Vice President
Dean
Assistant Dean
Director
Coordinator
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Mean
4.23
4.12
3.90
3.65
3.93
3.93

Standard Deviation
0.59
0.53
0.43
1.10
0.63
0.42

Table 4.18 shows the highest mean of 4.23 for administrators with the position
title of president. The lowest mean of 3.65 was for administrators with the position title
of assistant dean.
Table 4.19 provides an ANOVA summary table of the administrators’ perceptions
based on position titles. Data include sum of squares, degrees of freedom, mean squares,
F-values, and p-values.

Table 4.19
Analysis of Variance Summary Table Regarding Administrators’
Perceptions Based on Position Titles
Source of Variance
General Accreditation Variable
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Communication Variable
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Facilitation Variable
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

p

1.069
22.683
23.752

5
97
102

.214
.234

.914

.475

.558
20.004
20.562

5
95
100

.112
.211

.530

.753

1.784
32.555
34.340

5
94
99

.357
.346

1.030

.404

The one-way analysis of variance tests revealed there were no significant
differences at p < .05 level when comparing administrators’ perceptions based on their
level of advancement within the institution for all six groupings of job titles. For general
accreditation, F=.914 and p=.475. For communication, F=.530 and p=.753. For
facilitation, F=1.030 and p=.404.
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Examination of Research Question Five
Question 5: What suggestions do administrators offer for improvements to the
overall accreditation process?
To examine research question #5, an open-ended question was used. Item 35 of
the survey instrument asked administrators to list three suggestions to improve the
accreditation and self-study process. The administrators’ responses were segmented into
descriptive categories. The segments were coded by a descriptive word or phrase used by
the administrator until all responses were coded. There were 17 categories, and they are
displayed in a frequency table, Table 4.20. All suggestions and comments for this item
are listed in Appendix H.

Table 4.20
Frequency Table of Suggested Improvements
Category
Consistency in training, experience, and size of peer review committees
Consistency/accuracy of information and communication provided by accrediting
agency
Training and involvement of faculty/staff/administration
Selection of knowledgeable and professional liaison
Collaborate with other institutions to prepare for accreditation
Consistent requirements and uniform tools statewide
Involvement and input in the process campus wide
Revision, reduction, and combination of requirements and standards
Accurate personnel files
Selection of knowledgeable institutional committee chairs
Increased use of technology to facilitate process (software, web site)
More straightforward data reporting and interim reports during self-study
Return to quantitative measures
More academic freedom appropriate to the institution’s student body
Remove federal government out of the process
Construct a database of best practices
More emphasis on teaching and not written information
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n
22
9
7
6
5
4
4
3
3
3
2
2
1
1
1
1
1

Of the administrators surveyed, 41 responded with suggested improvements to the
accreditation and self-study process. The majority of the suggestions dealt with the peer
review component of the accreditation process. Notable comments included the
following: “Remind reviewers that the accreditation process is a mean of assisting
schools to improve their educational product;” “Work for consistency in visiting
committee concerns;” and “Members of a visiting committee should undergo a detailed
training before being allowed to participate on a committee.” The second most
recommended suggestion was consistency and accuracy of information and
communication provided by the accrediting agency. Comments for this category
included the following: “Be sure the information you have at seminars and workshops for
SACS visits is accurate” and “SACS could be a little more specific on their expectations
of core requirements.”
The third most recommended suggestion included training and involvement of
faculty, staff, and administration. Remarks included the following: “Be sure to involve
the appropriate people in the process. The institutional president and cabinet are not
necessarily those people” and “We need to be more informed as instructors as to what
they need or what they are looking for.” Selection of knowledgeable and professional
liaisons was the fourth most recommended suggestion. One comment was, “Ask
accrediting agency to provide liaisons with a great desire to explain and clarify the
objectives of the self-study.” Another comment was, “The accreditation liaison from the
accrediting body should maintain [sic] professional and objective at all times and avoid
becoming personally involved with the chair or members of the committee.”
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Examination of Research Question Six
Question 6: What suggestions do administrators offer regarding resources
institutions may provide to help facilitate the accreditation process?
To examine research question #6, an open-ended question was used. Item 36 of
the survey instrument asked administrators to list three resources their institution could
provide to facilitate the accreditation process. The administrators’ responses were
segmented into descriptive categories. The segments were coded by a descriptive word
or phrase used by the administrator until all responses were coded. There were 13
categories, and they are displayed in a frequency table: Table 4.21. All suggestions and
comments for this item are listed in Appendix I.

Table 4.21
Frequency Table of Suggested Resources
Category
Additional funding/budgeting
Additional personnel
Clearer institutional goals/procedures/planning process
Availability of technology (computers, network, software, video conferencing)
Outside consultants
Adequate time
More institutional leadership
Clarification of expectations/information from SACS
Additional meetings
Elimination of the process
More knowledge of the accreditation process
Initiation of trial or mock visits
Ongoing data collection

n
11
9
5
5
4
3
2
2
2
1
1
1
1

Of the administrators surveyed, 26 responded with suggestions of resources the
institution could provide to facilitate the accreditation process. The majority of the
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suggestions dealt with additional funding. Funding requests varied from funds for data
collection, travel, and duplication. The second most recommended resource was
additional personnel. Various forms of personnel requests included clerical, professional
staff, and faculty/staff reviewers. Notable comments for this category included the
following: “Professional staff members who are ‘common sense’ individuals—and not
necessarily the high level administrators” and “Employ 2–3 people within the college
community that is adapt [sic] at strategic planning, writing, and editing of the final
documents.” The next two most recommended resources included clearer institutional
goals/procedures/planning process and availability of technology.

Chapter Summary
Chapter IV presented the results of the statistical analysis along with a discussion
of the data. Sample and institutional demographics were organized by frequency and
percentages. The six research questions were examined. Research question #1 was
analyzed using overall mean scores for the three variables—general accreditation,
communication, and facilitation. For research questions #2, #3, and #4, overall mean
scores and ANOVA tests were run for comparison purposes in order to determine if
differences existed among the administrators’ responses based on the size of the
institution, the institution’s latest initiation of the accreditation process, and the
administrators’ position title. The open-ended responses to research questions #5 and #6
were categorized in frequency tables for analysis purposes.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter covers a discussion of the summary, conclusions, and
recommendations of the research study. The discussion begins with a summary of the
findings of the study, followed by conclusions drawn from the study’s findings. The
chapter also includes limitations, implications for practice, and recommendations for
further research.
The purpose of this survey research study was to document the perspectives of
Mississippi community/junior college administrators regarding the accreditation process.
More specifically, the researcher examined the administrators’ perceptions related to their
regional accrediting agency, their institution’s communication with the accreditation
agency, and their institution’s facilitation of the accreditation process. The researcher
further examined the administrators’ responses to determine if differences existed based
on institution FTEs, initiation of the institution’s latest accreditation process, and the
administrators’ job titles. Suggestions for improvements and identification of resources
needed to advance the overall accreditation process were also explored.
The following research questions were used to guide the study.
1.

What are community college administrators’ perceptions regarding accreditation?

73

2. Are there differences in community college administrators’ perceptions regarding
accreditation based on the size (FTEs) of their institution?
3. Are there differences in community college administrators’ perceptions regarding
accreditation based on their institution’s latest initiation of the accreditation
process?
4. Are there differences in community college administrators’ perceptions regarding
accreditation based on their position titles?
5. What suggestions do administrators offer for improvements to the overall
accreditation process?
6. What suggestions do administrators offer regarding resources institutions may
provide to help facilitate the accreditation process?

Summary of Findings and Conclusions
A survey research design was used to collect data from administrators employed
at the 15 community/junior colleges in Mississippi. Institutional demographic data were
collected from the study. These data included the size of the institution, the number of
full-time faculty, the number of administrators, the number of years the administrators
were employed at the institution, and the administrators’ current job titles. A profile of
the administrators responding was compiled from the available demographics.
Administrators affiliated with institutions generating FTEs over 6,000 made up the
majority of the administrators responding (n=58, 46.8%). Most institutions employed
between 101 and 200 full-time faculty members (n=39, 32.2%) and employed 20 or less
administrators (n=40, 33.6%). The majority of the administrators surveyed had been
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employed for 6–10 years (n=31, 24.6%) or for over 20 years (n=30, 23.8%). Job titles of
the administrators responding included presidents and vice presidents, but the majority of
those responding held the job title of director (n=37, 33.6%).
Institutional demographics relating directly to the accreditation process were also
collected. The vast majority of the institutions, 76.7% (n=92), had initiated their latest
accreditation process between 2005 and 2009. However, nearly 60% (n=71) of
administrators did not know the amount of funding designated to the accreditation
process by their institutions. The next highest percentage of administrators, 15% (n=18),
indicated that their institutions designated more than $30,000 to the facilitation of the
accreditation process.
Research Question 1: What are community college administrators’ perceptions
regarding accreditation?
Overall, the administrators’ responses related to their general perceptions of
accreditation were positive, and they agreed with the majority of the survey items
regarding general accreditation procedures. Ratings ranged from strongly agree to
strongly disagree on a five point Likert scale with five being strongly agree and one being
strongly disagree. Administrators’ responses (M=3.36) indicated somewhat agreement
with the core requirements and comprehensive standards involved in the accreditation
process. The administrators strongly agreed (M=4.03) that the self-study was a major
component of the accreditation process. Other ratings included the following: (a) the
federal requirements are a necessary component of the process (M=3.94); (b) the selfstudy is internally motivated to achieve institutional improvement (M=3.93); (c) the selfstudy findings are useful for institutional purposes other than to meet accreditation
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requirements (M=3.91); and (d) the self-study process is beneficial to the institution
(M=3.98).
The positive perceptions of the accreditation process may stem from the
characteristics of the participants surveyed. The administrators are the decision makers
for their divisions or departments. They are involved in day-to-day campus functions
such as financial aid, admissions, curriculum development, records, budgeting, and so
forth. They are the stakeholders with a vested interest in the success of the institution, the
students, and the faculty. College administrators see the value in being held accountable
for the decisions made.
The administrators responding were employed at institutions that had successfully
completed their latest accreditation process because all 15 community/junior colleges in
the state of Mississippi were accredited at the time of this study. They had facilitated a
self-study by gathering the necessary documentation. Their work was validated by the
regional accrediting agency by receiving full standing as an accredited institution; thus,
their perceptions of the accreditation process were positive. Conclusion 1: Community
college administrators had positive perceptions regarding the general accreditation
processes and procedures.
The perceptions of communication with the regional accrediting agency, the
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS), were positive, but not as positive
as the perceptions analyzed regarding general accreditation procedures. The
administrators agreed with the majority of the survey items regarding communication
with SACS. Ratings ranged from strongly agree to strongly disagree on a five point
Likert scale with five being strongly agree and one being strongly disagree. The overall
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mean for the survey items related to communication was M=3.63 compared to M=3.75
for the overall mean for items related to general accreditation processes and procedures.
The administrators strongly agreed, M=4.15, that a liaison between the institution and the
accrediting agency was a necessity to help build a relationship between the two entities.
The mean score response of M=4.07 also indicated administrators strongly agreed that
ample time was given to respond to the review committee’s findings.
The item with the lowest mean for the communication variable, M=3.21, was
attributed to the survey item asking administrators if they agreed that the committee
members visiting institutions were biased in their fields of expertise. The low mean
actually indicated committee members were not perceived as being biased. Another
mean, M=3.39, indicated somewhat agreement that the institution’s self-study identified
compliance and noncompliance issues and not the committee visiting the institution. The
mean score, M=3.66, corresponded to training provided by the accrediting agency. The
administrators were in agreement that the training provided by the accrediting agency
was beneficial to the institution during the accreditation process.
Perhaps perceptions were inherently lower for items related to communication
with the regional accrediting agency because the administrators had the least amount of
control over aspects dealing directly with the accrediting agency. They recognized the
need of having a liaison to facilitate communication between the institution and the
accrediting agency, but the institution was assigned a liaison by the agency with the
institution having no control of the selection. The institution does have control over who
is selected to serve as an institutional contact person for the liaison. Within an institution,
that individual can be hand selected for his or her expertise. Lack of control may also be
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a factor when the element of time is a variable. The accreditation process has deadlines
and timelines, both of which are set by the accrediting agency. Conclusion 2: Community
college administrators had positive perceptions regarding communication with the
regional accrediting agency but the relationship between the two entities could be
strengthened by addressing control issues.
In analysis of research survey items related to the institution’s facilitation of the
accreditation process, the overall mean related to facilitation was found to be the highest
overall mean, M=4.00, when compared to overall mean scores for general accreditation
procedures and communication with the regional accrediting agency. The administrators
strongly agreed with the majority of the survey items regarding institutional facilitation of
the accreditation process. Ratings ranged from strongly agree to strongly disagree on a
five point Likert scale with five being strongly agree and one being strongly disagree.
The survey items related to facilitation that administrators most strongly agreed
with included: (a) the institution’s leadership committee, president, and/or other
institution officials providing adequate assistance during the accreditation process
(M=4.33); (b) the office of institutional effectiveness was a key component of the
accreditation process (M=4.31); (c) the self-study was facilitated with campus-wide
involvement (M=4.27); and (d) the administration, faculty, and staff’s awareness of the
accreditation process and the institution’s mission, objectives, and goals because of the
self-study (M=4.25). The item with the lowest mean related to facilitation, M=3.49, was
associated with the value of information gained through the self-study process
outweighing the cost of time and resources. The administrators somewhat agreement
with this item possibly stems from the fact that funding at the community/junior college
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level has been impacted by the economic conditions of the state and the nation.
Administrators also somewhat agreed that the communication between administrators,
faculty, and staff was more fluid after going through the self-study process together
(M=3.56).
The administrators perceived the institutional facilitation of the accreditation
process as sufficient for achieving the goal of a successful self-study. They strongly
agreed to the institution’s use of resources and leadership as key components to facilitate
the process; however, areas of improvement were also noted. Administrators perceived
the need for more fluid communication and the need for the availability of data. They
know resources must be allocated to the accreditation process, but they also know
resources are limited. It would appear the administrators are gracious for the resources
and leadership provided but know more should be done. Conclusion 3: Community
college administrators had positive perceptions regarding their institution’s facilitation
of the accreditation process but felt additional resources should be allocated for
facilitation.
Research Questions 2, 3, and 4: Are there differences in community college
administrators’ perceptions regarding accreditation based on the size (FTEs) of their
institution, based on their institution’s latest initiation of the accreditation process, and
based on their position titles?
One-way ANOVA tests were run to determine if there were differences in
administrators’ perceptions based on FTEs, based on the institution’s latest initiation of
the accreditation process, and based on administrators’ position titles. The findings
indicated non-significant differences in administrators’ perceptions. A Welch correction
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was applied to the mean comparisons identifying differences in administrators’
perceptions based on the institution’s latest initiation of the accreditation process because
sizes of some of the groups were very small and therefore, equal variances were not
assumed. After the Welch correction, the ANOVA test indicated non-significant
differences in administrators’ perceptions.
Research question #2 was included in the study to determine if perhaps the larger
institutions had an advantage over the smaller institutions because the larger institutions
may have more resources and personnel to commit to the accreditation process.
However, the size of the institution made no significant difference in the responses given
by the administrators. Conclusion 4: There were no statistically significant differences in
administrators’ perceptions regarding general accreditation procedures, communication
with the regional accrediting agency, and institutional facilitation of the accreditation
process based on the size (FTEs) of the institutions.
This issue could reflect on the fact that public two-year colleges in Mississippi
faced budget cuts from the state for the last several fiscal years, and they have become
very efficient at doing more with less. The larger and smaller institutions all received
budget cuts, and they have all been able to find resources to implement successful selfstudies and accreditation processes.
Research question #3 examined when the institution initiated its latest round of
the accreditation process. This question was included in the study to determine if there
were differences in the administrators’ perceptions based on the number of years since
their institution had initiated the next round of accreditation (note institutions may begin
to initiate the accreditation process three to four years before the actually reaccreditation
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year). With the reaccreditation process occurring every 10 years, the study’s results
indicated the length of time before or after the latest accreditation round made no
significant difference in the responses. This rationale could be explained by the process
itself. The accreditation process encourages administrators to think about their
institution’s mission, goals, and objectives and how to put these concepts into practice.
Conclusion 5: There were no statistically significant differences in administrators’
perceptions regarding general accreditation procedures, communication with the
regional accrediting agency, and institutional facilitation of the accreditation process
based on the institution’s latest initiation of the accreditation process.
Research question #4 was the last of three questions included in the study
comparing perceptions of the administrators based on the size of the institution, the
institution’s latest initiation of the accreditation process, and the administrators’ job titles.
This question was included to determine if the administrators’ job titles within the
institution made a difference in perceptions of the accreditation process; however, the job
or position held at the institution made no significant statistical difference in the
responses received. This could perhaps be explained by the characteristics of the group
surveyed. The majority of the administrators (60%) had been employed by their
institutions for over 10 years and consequently would have been through at least one
round of accreditation. These individuals, more than likely, were familiar with the
process and responsibilities associated with the process. They would have been involved
in numerous committee meetings related to facilitation of the accreditation process and
were comfortable with their level of expertise on the subject matter. Conclusion 6: There
were no statistically significant differences in administrators’ perceptions regarding
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general accreditation procedures, communication with the regional accrediting agency,
and institutional facilitation of the accreditation process based on the administrators’
position titles.
Research Question 5: What suggestions do administrators offer for improvements
to the overall accreditation process?
Two open-ended questions were included in order for the administrators to have
an outlet to submit suggestions. The first of the two questions included in the survey
instrument asked for administrators to give suggestions for improvements to the
accreditation process. The majority of the administrators responding with suggestions
noted the need for consistency—consistency in elements relative to the peer review
committee and the committee’s training, experience, and size and consistency in
information and communication from the accrediting agency. Many also voiced a need
for consistency in requirements reviewed within the 15 community/junior colleges by the
accrediting agency. Collaboration among institutions was suggested. This request may
be an issue for which the Mississippi State Board for Community and Junior Colleges
would have oversight by providing open collaboration between the 15 community/junior
colleges within the state in relation to the accreditation process.
Selection of a knowledgeable and professional liaison was also high on the list of
suggestions. Administrators voiced concerns that their liaison was unable to
communicate effectively to explain and clarify information requested by the accrediting
agency. The idea of supplying a liaison for the institution during the accreditation
process is helpful; however, the individual needs to be effective and able to guide the
institution through the process. In addition, the relationship between the institution and
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the liaison should be established early on in the process, and the two should communicate
frequently.
Other suggestions revolved around the needs within the institution: training and
involvement of faculty, staff, and administration; involvement and input in the process
campus wide; accurate personnel files; selection of knowledgeable institutional
committee chairs; increased use of technology to facilitate the process; and better
reporting. Overall, administrators’ suggestions for improvements to the accreditation
process were beneficial in gaining a deeper understanding of improvement needs.
Administrators suggested consistency in information, requirements, and personnel
assigned from the accrediting agency. They also acknowledged the need to establish a
relationship between the accrediting agency and the institution early in the process and
for the relationship to be monitored by a knowledgeable liaison. In addition, institutional
resources were also an improvement the administrators requested.
Research Question 6: What suggestions do administrators offer regarding
resources institutions may provide to help facilitate the accreditation process?
The second of the two open-ended questions dealt with suggested resources. The
majority of administrators responded by indicating the need of additional funding and
additional personnel. Additional funding for training, travel, data collection, duplication,
and personnel was suggested. Administrators also suggested the need for the availability
of technology in order to facilitate the process. Administrators suggested the need for
technology resources, including computers, networks, software, and media.
Responses to the open-ended research questions of suggested improvements and
resources helped the study to look beyond the quantified perceptions of the administrators
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into the future of the accreditation process. Additional resources will be essential in
future rounds of the accreditation process. New technologies and methods of data
collection will need to be incorporated into the facilitation of the process for ease of
transfer of information from within the institution to the accrediting agency. The process
is continuously evolving to incorporate new requirements/standards. The institution
needs the capacity to evolve with the process. With limited institutional resources
available, the evolution of the accreditation process may become a negative for the
positive thinking administrators. In general, administrators’ suggestions of institutional
resources to help facilitate the accreditation process were beneficial in gaining a deeper
understanding of resource needs. Administrators suggested additional funding allocation
by institutions to facilitate the process.

Discussion
One premise that emerged from the survey results is the perceived need for the
voluntary process of self-regulation through accreditation for the two-year colleges in
Mississippi. Although the process requires institutional resources for facilitation,
institutional leadership does provide adequate assistance to facilitate the process.
Administrators strongly agreed, M=4.33, that institutional officials provided adequate
assistance. That is a strong statement reflecting on the commitment of the institution to
the successful compliance of the accreditation process.
Leadership has been a theme of findings from other related studies. Williams
(2009) noted in her research on community colleges that leadership was a major
component of the vitality of the institution. She expounded on the need for leadership to
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be at the forefront to combat the challenges community colleges face such as cuts in
funding, student issues, the aging of the community college administrator, and the
demands of accountability from accrediting agencies. Waite (2004) also noted
leadership, especially presidential leadership, to be a necessity for providing guidance
and confidence to institutional administrators and faculty involved in accreditation. This
leadership was essential to the process beginning at the earliest stages.
Other significant components noted by the research included the perception that
campus-wide involvement in the accreditation process is necessary. This aligns with
conclusions documented by Katsinas, Kinkead, and Kennamer (2009) concerning
accreditation. They noted that the accreditation process should revolve around input and
collaboration from institutional stakeholders. They drilled down to a simple but
conclusive definition of who should be collaborating—everyone.
By involving individuals campus-wide, the institution works as a whole, and
administrators, faculty, and staff are more aware of the institutional mission and goals.
They gain a sense of ownership in the process, and the outcome helps to ensure that a
positive and meaningful process is being conducted.

Implications for Practice
This study can serve as a model for two-year institutions in the SACS region to
document their administrators’ perceptions of the accreditation process. Then,
comparisons of study results can be used to gain further knowledge of the various
regions. With the availability of additional information, institutions region-wide should
be able to identify components that facilitate a successful accreditation process and
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become more efficient in their commitment of time and resources to the process. SACS
should also be able to use information from this study for replication in other states
within the region.
For Mississippi, positive perceptions were revealed through this study; however,
the suggestions for needed improvements and resources should not be overlooked.
Collaboration among the community/junior colleges in the state appears to be an avenue
for the pooling of resources and knowledge. Institutions should be better informed of the
accreditation process after having collaborated with their institutional administrators and
with their sister institutions in the state.

Limitations of the Study
After conducting the research, study limitations became apparent to the
researcher. The method of delivery of the survey instrument, coupled with the ease of
deleting or ignoring the e-mails sent to the administrators, may have contributed to some
administrators selecting not to participate in the study. In addition, the entire population
of administrators surveyed was not involved in the accreditation process; therefore, they
were unable to complete the survey instrument due to lack of knowledge of the subject
matter. The population of administrators should have been refined to include only
administrators involved with their institution’s accreditation process; however, no such
directory of names was available at the time of the study. Thus, all administrators at the
community/junior college level were requested to participate in the study.
Those administrators choosing to respond may have positive perceptions of the
accreditation process, and those with negative perceptions may have opted not to
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participate in the study. For some, the word accreditation may have negative
connotations, and thus the subject chose not to respond.
The number of responses from the sample may be small due to the number of
participants surveyed, and the results may have limited generalizability when compared
to those of other states. This delimitation was realized during the study when the size of
three groups responding to the survey item related to the institution’s latest initiation of
the accreditation process was small. To accommodate the small group sizes, the four
groupings of years were collapsed into two groups. Subsequently, a Welch correction
was applied to the mean comparisons.

Recommendations for Future Research
After information from the study materialized, the four major recommendations
for future research became apparent. First, for this study the research focused on one
state, Mississippi. Future research could include other states in the SACS region with
comparisons being made between states to capture additional perceptions toward the
accreditation process. Second, participants in this study were all from public two-year
community/junior colleges. Future research could include private institutions and/or
four-year institutions. Third, the research focus was on SACS accreditation. Future
research could compare other accrediting agencies and their standards. Fourth, the focus
of this study was on a survey design with the use of Likert-scale response set type
questions and open-ended questions. Future research could be explored using interviews
or institutional case studies for a deeper examination of the accreditation process per
institution.
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Table A.1
Monetary Costs Related to SACS Accreditation
Description
Cost to Attend a Workshop for Pre-Applicants
Application Fee (within the United States) – Due when
application is submitted to SACS

Amount
Unknown
$10,000.00

Candidacy Fee (Cost of Candidate Committee)
Annual Membership Fee – Dues = Fixed Cost + Full-Time
Enrollment Equivalent Variable + Educational and General
Expenditure Variable

$2,500.00
Formula based

Fees for Review of Application for Single Substantive
Change

$300.00

Fees for Collaboration Effort Between Two Member
Institutions

$150.00

Fees for Collaboration Effort Between Multiple Institutions $100.00
Fees for Hosting a Substantive Change Committee Visit or Actual cost of travel,
for Hosting a Special Committee Visit
lodging, food, and related
expenses and 25% of the
total cost of the
committee
Fees for Site Visit per Committee Member
Reimbursement of
expenses, $100
allowance for misc.
expenses, travel, lodging,
meals, and local
transportation
Annual Meeting
Registration fee $350.00;
workshop fee $90 to
$150; hotel expenses,
travel, and meals
Institutional Expenses
Time for meetings and
preparation; office
supplies; use of facilities;
documents; catalogs;
clerical services;
duplicating costs;
postage; and telephone
(Southern Association of Colleges and Schools Commission on Colleges, February 2009)
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Description of the Accrediting Body (SACS)
The Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) is a private, not-forprofit, regional, accreditation-granting entity headquartered in Decatur, GA. SACS was
established in 1895, and its philosophy of accreditation is based on a self-regulating,
voluntary, continuous process. Accredited institutions develop and revise the
accreditation requirements of SACS. These requirements require an institution to be
committed to teaching and learning and to accomplish the stated mission of the member
institutions.
The composition of SACS includes the Commission on Colleges, the Council on
Accreditation and School Improvement, and the College Delegate Assembly. The
Commission on Colleges accredits institutions of higher education, and the Council on
Accreditation and School Improvement accredits elementary, middle, and secondary
schools. The College Delegate Assembly consists of one delegate from each member
institution. The duties of the assembly include the following: (a) selecting the 77
individuals that make up the Commission on Colleges; (b) overseeing the commission;
(c) selecting the Appeals Committee members; (d) approving revisions to accreditation
standards; (e) approving dues; and (f) appointing members to the association’s Board of
Trustees. The Commission on Colleges works with the assembly on accreditation
standards and membership site visits, issuance of accreditation, selection of the Executive
Council of the Commission, and establishing policies and procedures. The Executive
Council is active between sessions of the Commission on Colleges and the Assembly
(Commission on Colleges, 2008).
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The region served by SACS Commission on Colleges is mainly in the
southeastern part of the United States including the states of Alabama, Florida, Georgia,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and
Virginia. The association also serves Latin America. It serves institutions that award the
degrees of associate, baccalaureate, master’s, and/or doctoral (SACS, 2008b).
The SACS Commission on Colleges oversees the process of accreditation. The
commission’s mission is “the enhancement of educational quality throughout the region
and the improvement of the effectiveness of institutions by ensuring that they meet
standards established by the higher education community that address the needs of
society and students” (Commission on Colleges, 2008, p.1). The Commission on
Colleges’ standards for accreditation are outlined in the Principles of Accreditation:
Foundations for Quality Enhancement.
The application process for a candidate institution begins with attendance at a
required pre-applicant workshop. Then the institution must submit an application (the
application is 31 pages long). Once the completed application is submitted with the
required application fees, the Commission on Colleges reviews the application. A
Candidacy Committee is appointed if the application passes the review process. The
process of accreditation then begins with an internal assessment by the candidate
institution of higher education (self-study) followed by a peer review. The internal
review process usually involves administration, faculty, staff, and students and helps the
institution to gauge its effectiveness on achieving the mission of the institution. Peer
committees are made up of other institutions who are accredited by the same accrediting
entity. The reviewers are representatives of the Commission on Colleges before the
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actual Commission makes a site visit. After the site visit, the commission makes the
recommendations of the institution’s compliance or non-compliance with established
standards. Accreditation compliance is evaluated by SACS on five major points
including the following: (a) principle of integrity; (b) core requirements; (c)
comprehensive standards; (d) federal requirements; and (e) policies of the Commission
on Colleges (Commission on Colleges, 2008).
An institution seeking reaffirmation of accreditation is required to submit two
documents—Compliance Certificate and Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP). The
Compliance Certificate is to be submitted 15 months before a commission site-visit. The
document states the institution’s compliance with SACS core requirements,
comprehensive standards, and federal requirements. By submitting a signed Compliance
Certificate, the institution certifies that the internal review or self-study has been
completed. The QEP is to be submitted 4 to 6 weeks in advance of a site-visit. This
document includes items made apparent by the self-study; initiation, implementation, and
completion of steps regarding the QEP; and a goals statement (Commission on Colleges,
2008).
There are two types of peer review: off-site and on-site. The off-site peer review
committee reviews the Compliance Certification document to determine compliance or
non-compliance. The committee then sends its recommendations to the on-site review
committee. This committee goes to the institution’s campus to follow through on issues
related to compliance and QEP. Then the committee submits a report of the items in
compliance and/or non-compliance and the acceptance of the QEP. The institution must
then respond to items deemed non-compliant. The Committees on Compliance review all
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documents, and their recommendations are sent to the Executive Council for review.
They in turn make recommendations to the Commission on Colleges, and the
commission renders the final decision of affirmation or reaffirmation of accreditation
(Commission on Colleges, 2008).

99

APPENDIX C
EXAMPLE OF A SACS ACCREDITATION TIMELINE

100

Table C.1
Example of a SACS Accreditation Timeline
Fiscal Year 2008–2009
September 2008
x Appoint Accreditation Leadership Committee and
Compliance Certification Committee; Assign
Compliance Principles to Compliance Certification
Committee
September 2008–March
x Conduct a Compliance Certification
2010
Documentation Audit and Identify Compliance
Assessment Needs
Fiscal Year 2009–2010
January 2010
x Attend Orientation Session in Atlanta, GA, for
Leadership Committee Team (5 members)
April 2010
x Present Compliance Certification Documentation
Audit Findings, Identify Compliance Assessment
Needs, and Address Needs
May 2010
x Create a Web Site Containing Compliance
Certification Documentation, Quality Enhancement
Plan (QEP) Information
May 2010
x Complete First Draft of Compliance Certification
Documentation
Fiscal Year 2010–2011
October 2010
x Complete Second Draft of Compliance
Certification Documentation
March 2011
x Complete Final Compliance Certification
Documentation
x Submit Compliance Certification Documentation to March 2011
SACS
May 2011
x Conduct Commission on Colleges Off-Site
Committee Meeting in Atlanta, GA, to Review
Compliance Certification Documentation
Fiscal Year 2011–2012
x Submit Report to SACS Relating to Off-Site Issues July–October 2011
(6 weeks before the onx Submit QEP to SACS
site visit)
Note: Any recommendations on QEP mean no
July–October 2011
reaccreditation.
September – November
x Conduct Commission on Colleges On-Site Peer
2011
Review Visit
(5 months after visit)
x Response to the Report of the Reaccreditation
February–April 2012
Committee Due
June
2012
x Ruling on Reaccreditation Decision
ECCC Executive Planning Council (personal communication, 2009)
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Survey Instrument
The Accreditation Process in Mississippi from the Perspective of Community
College Administrators
Informed Consent Form for Participation in Research
1.

I agree to participate in this research study.
 Yes
 No

Part I – Institutional Demographics
INSTRUCTIONS: Please click on the appropriate button.
2. In terms of FTEs, what was the size of your institution for the fall of 2008?
 0–3,000
 3,001–6,000
 Over 6,000
3. How many full-time faculty members are employed by your institution?
 0–50
 51–100
 101–200
 201–300
 301–400
 Over 400
4. How many administrators are employed by your institution?
 0–20
 21–40
 41–60
 Over 60
5. How many years have you been an employee at your institution?
 Less than 1 year
 1 - 5 years
 6 - 10 years
 11 - 15 years
 16 - 20 years
 Over 20 years
6. What is your current job title?
 President
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 Vice President
 Dean
 Assistant Dean
 Director
 Coordinator
 Other (please specify) ____________________
7. In what year did your institution initiate its latest accreditation/reaccreditation
process?
 1990–1994
 1995–1999
 2000–2004
 2005–2009
8. Approximately what amount of funding was designated by your institution to the
accreditation process?
 Unknown
 $0–$10,000
 $10,001–$20,000
 $20,001–$30,000
 Over $30,000
Part II – Perceptions of Accreditation in General
INSTRUCTIONS: Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the
following statements by selecting the appropriate button.
9. Core requirements and comprehensive standards required by the regional
accrediting agency causing the process to be rigid and complex for administrators
of institutions seeking accreditation.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Undecided
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
10. Federal requirements are a necessary component of the process.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Undecided
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
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11. The current process of accreditation is effective and contributes to quality
improvement of the institution.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Undecided
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
12. Your institution’s self-study was internally motivated to achieve institutional
improvement.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Undecided
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
13. Findings from the self-study were useful for institutional purposes other than to
meet accreditation requirements.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Undecided
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
14. Would you agree that the self-study process was beneficial to the institution and
helped the institution toward continuous improvement?
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Undecided
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
15. Do you agree that the self-study should be a major component of the accreditation
process?
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Undecided
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
16. To your knowledge, did anyone at your institution provide misleading or false
information in order to meet the set accreditation criteria?
 Yes
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 No
Part III – Perceptions of Communication with Accrediting Agency
INSTRUCTIONS: Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the
following statements by selecting the appropriate button.
17. The peer review committee chosen to evaluate your institution was
knowledgeable about the components they reviewed.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Undecided
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
18. Do you agree that the committee visiting the institution’s campus helped bring to
the forefront compliance or noncompliance issues that were not found in the selfstudy?
 Strong Agree
 Agree
 Undecided
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
19. Do you agree that the committee members visiting institutions are biased in their
field of expertise?
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Undecided
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
20. It is necessary to have a liaison between the institution and the accrediting agency
to help build a relationship between the two entities.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Undecided
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
21. Training provided by the accrediting agency benefited the institution during the
accreditation process.
 Strongly Agree
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 Agree
 Undecided
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
22. Ample time was given to respond to the committee’s findings.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Undecided
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
Part IV – Perceptions of Institutional Facilitation of Accreditation
INSTRUCTIONS: Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the
following statements by selecting the appropriate button.
23. Adequate resources (i.e., time, supplies) were committed to the accreditation
process in order to facilitate an efficient process.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Undecided
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
24. Your institution’s Office of Institutional Effectiveness was a key component of
the accreditation process.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Undecided
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
25. Did your institution purchase new software to help facilitate the accreditation
process?
 Yes
 No
 Unknown
26. Your institution’s leadership committee, president, and/or other institution
officials provided adequate assistance during the accreditation process.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
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 Undecided
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
27. There were an adequate number of meetings held to explain the accreditation
process that your institution would be going through.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Undecided
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
28. Data gathered for the accreditation process was easily available.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Undecided
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
29. Information for the self-study was gathered campus wide with the involvement of
the administrators, faculty, and staff.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Undecided
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
30. After the self-study was completed, your institution continued to seek information
campus wide for continuous improvement even though the self-study process was
complete.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Undecided
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
31. Administrators, faculty, and staff are more aware of the accreditation process and
the institution’s mission, objectives, and goals because of the self-study.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Undecided
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
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32. The institution’s self-study identified deficiencies or problems that were not
apparent before the self-study was conducted.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Undecided
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
33. Communication between administrators, faculty, and staff is more fluid after
going through the self-study process together.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Undecided
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
34. The valuable information gained through the self-study process outweighed the
cost of time and resources.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Undecided
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
35. List three suggestions to improve the accreditation and self-study process.
1. _______________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________
2. _______________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________
3. _______________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________
36. List three resources your institution could provide to facilitate the accreditation
process.
1. _______________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________
2. _______________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________
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3. _______________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________
Thank you for your time. You may now exit the survey.
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Survey Cover Letter
November 07, 2009
Dear College Administrator:
By means of this e-mail, you are invited to participate in a research project to study
administrators’ perceptions of the accreditation process at the community/junior college
level in Mississippi. This research project is being administered by me in conjunction
with the pursuit of a doctoral degree from Mississippi State University. Following this
cover letter is a consent form and a short questionnaire that asks a variety of questions
about the research topic. If you choose to participate in the research, completion of the
questionnaire should not take longer than 15 minutes. You may answer all of the survey
questions or as many or as few as you prefer. The link at the bottom of this letter will
direct you to the consent form and questionnaire.
Your participation in this research is encouraged in the hopes that knowledge gained
from this research project will be beneficial and enlighten boards, presidents, and
administrators at the community/junior college level about the perceptions of
accreditation. Through your participation, I hope to better understand perceived issues
with the accreditation process and for the research to be useful for you and your college.
No known risks are involved with your participation in this research. Your responses will
not be identified with you personally, and your responses will remain anonymous. Your
participation is voluntary, and there is no penalty if you do not participate.
If you have any questions or concerns about completing the questionnaire or about being
in this study, you may contact me at 601-635-6327 or e-mail me at sholling@eccc.edu, or
you may contact my advisor, Dr. Arthur Dan Stumpf, at 662-325-1850 or e-mail him at
ads124@colled.msstate.edu. This project has been approved by the Mississippi State
University Institutional Review Board.
Sincerely,
Stacey S. Hollingsworth
Doctoral Candidate
Mississippi State University
Click the link below for access to the consent form and questionnaire.
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=3zMC0gjXdaDtvCAAQ59gDg_3d_3d
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Survey Follow-Up Cover Letter

December 2, 2009
Dear College Administrator:
Recently, I e-mailed you a questionnaire about your perceptions of the accreditation
process in Mississippi. If you have already completed and submitted the questionnaire
through surveymonkey.com, please accept my personal thanks. If not, please do so
today. This link, https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/7KJF8Z9, will direct you to the
consent form and questionnaire.
Your participation in this research is encouraged in the hopes that knowledge gained
from this research project will be beneficial and enlighten boards, presidents, and
administrators at the community/junior college level about the perceptions of
accreditation. Through your participation, I hope to better understand perceived issues
with the accreditation process and for the research to be useful for you and your college.
No known risks are involved with your participation in this research. Your responses will
not be identified with you personally, and your responses will remain anonymous. Your
participation is voluntary, and there is no penalty if you do not participate.
If you have any questions or concerns about completing the questionnaire or about being
in this study, you may contact me at 601-635-6327 or e-mail me at sholling@eccc.edu, or
you may contact my advisor, Dr. Arthur Dan Stumpf, at 662-325-1850 or e-mail him at
ads124@colled.msstate.edu. This project has been approved by the Mississippi State
University Institutional Review Board.
Sincerely,
Stacey S. Hollingsworth
Doctoral Candidate
Mississippi State University
Click the link below for access to the consent form and questionnaire.

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/7KJF8Z9
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Informed Consent Form for Participation in Research

Title of Research Study:

Study Site:

The Accreditation Process in Mississippi from the
Perspective of Community College Administrators

Mississippi State University and Mississippi State University – Meridian
Campus

Researchers: Stacey S. Hollingsworth (Mississippi State University)
Dr. Arthur Dan Stumpf (Mississippi State University)
Purpose
The purpose of this project is to conduct research in order to document the perspectives
of Mississippi community/junior college administrators relating to the accreditation
process and to identify issues raised by the research.
Procedures
A questionnaire will be administered in this study. You may respond to the questions by
selecting the appropriate answer. You may answer as many or as few questions as you
wish. You may withdraw your participation at any time if you choose to do so.
The questionnaire contains 35 questions. Instructions for completing the questionnaire
will be provided on the questionnaire. Each participant receives the same instructions
and the same questions. Completion of the questionnaire should not take more than 15
minutes.
This initial e-mail is being sent to you in November 2009. A follow-up e-mail will be
sent in December 2009.
Risks or Discomforts
No reasonably foreseeable risks or discomforts have been identified for this project.
Benefits
Information from this study may be used by community/junior college boards, presidents,
and administrators in developing or enhancing their strategic planning process and
accreditation/reaccreditation process. Institutions may also use this study to create
alignments and efficiencies within their institutions, within the 15 community/junior
colleges in the state of Mississippi, and within the region accredited by the Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools.
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Incentive to Participate
No incentives will be offered for participation in the survey. Participation is voluntary.
Confidentiality
Confidentiality of records will be maintained. The electronic data gathered will be stored
on a password-protected computer. Consent forms will also be stored on a passwordprotected computer. Participants will remain anonymous with only a randomly assigned
number used for identification. Electronic records will be destroyed after 3 years.
Please note that these records will be held by a state entity and therefore are subject to
disclosure if required by law.
Questions
If you have any questions about this research project, please feel free to contact Stacey S.
Hollingsworth at 601-635-6327 or Dr. Arthur Dan Stumpf at 662-325-1850.
For additional information regarding your rights as a research participant, please feel free
to contact the MSU Regulatory Compliance Office at 662-325-3994.
Voluntary Participation
Please understand that your participation is voluntary. Your refusal to participate will
involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. You may
discontinue your participation at any time without penalty or loss of benefits.
Please take all the time you need to read through this document and decide whether
you would like to participate in this research study.
If you decide to participate, your completion of the research procedures indicates
your consent. You may wish to print the consent page for your records. Please keep
this form for your records.
I agree to participate in this research study. Yes or No…
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List of Suggestions to Improve the Accreditation and Self-Study Process
x

More consistency between the on-site visits at various campuses. The off-site
evaluation should count as much as the on-site visit. More academic freedom
should be given to each school to design programs appropriate for the student
body served.

x

A list of focus topics provided by the accreditation agency. Focus on the good
that will come from the process. The team that visits needs to be smaller in size.

x

More face-to-face communications for Q-&-A. Additional funding for data.
Review timeline.

x

Provide more training for faculty and staff on the accreditation process. Remind
reviewers that the accreditation process is a mean of assisting schools to improve
their educational product. Some reviewers are more focused on finding faults
than finding solutions. Practice. Practice. Practice. If your school is about to go
through the accreditation process, work as close as possible with another school
as they go through the process.

x

It would seem to me that accreditation should be separated from process
improvement. Whether an organization can develop new best practices shouldn’t
be an indicator of if they can employ current best practices.

x

New employees must be held responsible to provide all mandatory information
for their personnel files prior to or immediately upon start of their employment.
Employees who are continuing with their education must keep their personnel
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files up to date. Adjunct instructional employment presents an accreditation
opportunity that we are addressing.
x

Provide training for the visiting committee members. Select chairs for the
committees who have institution-wide knowledge. Reduce or combine repetitive
standards.

x

SACS needs to return to quantitative measures in its evaluation of libraries and
media centers. The current core requirements and standards are too vague.

x

If there is a great discrepancy between the off-site team and the on-site team,
please intervene and determine why. Be sure the information you have at
seminars and workshops for SACS visits is accurate and what the institutions
need for completing the accreditation process. Please don’t change rules and
regulations just for the sake of change.

x

Work for consistency in visiting committee concerns. Ask accrediting agency to
provide liaisons with a great desire to explain and clarify the objectives of the
self-study. Train visiting committees on manners.

x

None.

x

Be sure to involve the appropriate people in the process. The institutional
president and cabinet are not necessarily those people.

x

I think that our institution offered some valuable ways of improving the process.
Placed all important data on the college intranet. Setup committees at different
levels of the college to get input from everyone. Provided interim reports and
recommendations during the self-study process.
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x

Involve everyone campus-wide. Have an effective plan for action involving
everyone. Meet periodically to make sure everyone is on the same page.

x

Better selection of committee chairperson and visiting committee members.

x

Members of a visiting committee should undergo a detailed training before being
allowed to participate on a committee. The accreditation liaison from the
accrediting body should remain professional and objective at all times and avoid
becoming personally involved with the chair or members of the committee. The
committee should be careful in reviewing the off-site committee’s findings and
not make judgments or decisions prior to arriving on campus.

x

Not sure about this. Comment: The term self-study is no longer used by SACSCOC.

x

Ensure evaluators are equally mixed related to level of experience. Have liaisons
review campus accreditation activities as necessary. Lower evaluators’
perceptions of the level of food, lodging, and entertainment required while they
are on campus.

x

Less dependent on personality of visiting committee. More straightforward data
and reporting.

x

The visiting committee should not hold an institution to standards that SACS does
not have as a current standard.

x

Our visiting committee was not easy to work with. I am not sure what to suggest,
but they needed to be more attentive to what we did instead of imposing their
ideas on us. The requirements that they held us to did not seem to be the same
system wide in Mississippi. For example, we were told that the developmental
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courses could not be counted toward graduation while we know that some
colleges do count some hours. Therefore, I suggest some way to evaluate sister
colleges in the same manner.
x

Attending the SACS annual meeting to hear how other institutions completed the
process is invaluable. Read all material on the SACS Web site and published by
SACS. Assign standards by area to personnel that provide that service.

x

More specific direction from SACS toward interpretation of compliance
expectations. More exposure to examples of compliant institutions. Better
direction form IE administrator.

x

We need to be more informed as instructors as to what they need or what they are
looking for. Assessment tools used by the career/vocational are vague and
difficult to follow, and in many ways they don’t make sense. I think we need a
simple uniform tool to use in the state. It would be easier to compare and contrast
the differences; either positive or negative in programs or institutions if we were
familiar with the tool(s).

x

More emphasis should be placed on what is being taught in the classroom (actual
evaluations by administration, not just information on paper).

x

I hope that your use of the term self-study means the compliance certification.
There is no self-study in the sense of what existed in the 1990s and your use of
that old term is very confusing.

x

Keep the federal government out of the process. SACS could be a little more
specific on expectations of core requirements. A database of best practices on the
QEP.
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x

Make sure the chair of the committee has a chance to go with a visiting team to
another college prior to their own visit. Make this an audit to show areas needed
for improvement, not a “gotcha” to be feared.

x

More involvement of the faculty in the process. Consistency between the
reviewing committees for the various community colleges. Accreditation
personnel should work more closely from the beginning with the college and not
change rules midstream.

x

More leadership.

x

The accreditation process appears to be one that perpetuates the careers of
professional educators rather than improving the education of the students. In the
accreditation process verbosity carries the day. What a shame.

x

It is a waste of time. Institutions say what they know the accrediting agency
wants to hear and are “coached” by accrediting agency employees. The actual
deficiencies are buried beneath a veneer of educational jargon and “here’s-whatwe-say-we-do-but-everyone-knows-we-don’t-do-it-that-way-isms.”

x

More “training” to faculty and staff prior to self-study. More involvement of
faculty in writing of self-study. More updates on process as it expands.

x

Better visiting committees. Better committee chairperson.

x

Better training of the visiting committee members. Consistent interpretation of
standards by the various committees with in the same review cycle. More
effective liaison member; answer questions to help institution; don’t be coy.

x

New software to help facilitate process.

x

Better communication. Consistency. More objectivity.
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x

None.

x

More regional workshops on accreditation/self-study process. SACS personnel
are not always readily accessible. Increased guidance when major initiatives like
the QEP are implemented.

x

Visiting committees should be better trained in the standards and core
requirements. My institution was held to committee members’ whims rather than
the actual standards and core requirements. There should be more effective
oversight by the accrediting agency of the visiting committees.

x

Consistency among reviewers. Many of the findings of the off-site were not
shared by the on-site reviewers. Our reviewers did not look for the same things
that two of our sister colleges’ committees asked, and we were under review at
the same time.
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List of Resources Administrators’ Institutions Could Provide
to Facilitate the Accreditation Process
x

Better IR procedures. More time to complete project.

x

Additional personnel in the IR department. Budget for a mock visit.

x

Additional funding for data collection. Time. Opportunities to review the
process.

x

Knowledge of the accreditation process. Leadership.

x

No response.

x

Personnel. Computer resources. On-going data collection.

x

Money. More money. Even more money.

x

I am not clear on what resources you are referring to other than personnel for
visits, etc.

x

Extra secretarial help. Funds for traveling to gain expertise in the process. Funds
for large amounts of duplication.

x

Pre-planning. Extra funds. Several consultants.

x

Professional staff members who are “common sense” individuals—and not
necessarily the high-level administrators.

x

Institution could provide: Funds for travel to the various meetings on different
locations. Up-to-date computer network/communication system to circulate
information. Use video conferencing to update personnel during the process.

x

Employ 2 - 3 people within the college community that are adept at strategic
planning, writing, and editing of the final documents.
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x

Outside consultants.

x

Faculty/staff to be reviewers.

x

More people. More financial support.

x

Software that makes analysis of data easier.

x

Clearer institutional identity so goals, strategies, mission aren’t broad and vague.
More informed and engaged IE leadership. A template from SACS to clarify
expectations and to streamline/focus institutional responses in addressing each
expectation.

x

Budgets at any point in the year. Meetings throughout the year and not just when
school starts. One good thing is e-mails (technology) and the ability to
communicate this way.

x

Better explanation of the information required for the accreditation process is
needed.

x

Tasks timeline.

x

People. Money. Adequate time.

x

Should be done by an independent entity. Should be funded by private, non-profit
entity. Should be eliminated entirely.

x

Consultants. Mock or trial visits. District-wide meetings.

x

None.

x

None.
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